University of Central Florida

STARS
Electronic Theses and Dissertations, 2004-2019
2018

Community College Leadership: The Pathways, Competencies,
and Preparation of Presidents and Chief Academic Officers
Richard Minton
University of Central Florida

Part of the Educational Leadership Commons, and the Higher Education Administration Commons

Find similar works at: https://stars.library.ucf.edu/etd
University of Central Florida Libraries http://library.ucf.edu
This Doctoral Dissertation (Open Access) is brought to you for free and open access by STARS. It has been accepted
for inclusion in Electronic Theses and Dissertations, 2004-2019 by an authorized administrator of STARS. For more
information, please contact STARS@ucf.edu.

STARS Citation
Minton, Richard, "Community College Leadership: The Pathways, Competencies, and Preparation of
Presidents and Chief Academic Officers" (2018). Electronic Theses and Dissertations, 2004-2019. 5895.
https://stars.library.ucf.edu/etd/5895

COMMUNITY COLLEGE LEADERSHIP: THE PATHWAYS, COMPETENCIES, AND
PREPARATION OF PRESIDENTS AND CHIEF ACADEMIC OFFICERS

by

TOMMY MINTON
B.S. Clemson University, 1994
M.S. Florida State University, 1997

A dissertation submitted in partial fulfillment of the requirements
for the degree of Doctor of Education
in the Department of Child, Family, and Community Sciences
in the College of Education and Human Performance
at the University of Central Florida
Orlando, Florida

Spring Term
2018

Major Professor: Kathleen P. King

©2018 Richard Thomas “Tommy” Minton

ii

ABSTRACT
At the beginning of the new millennium, concerns were raised that a leadership crisis was soon
to develop due to a high percentage of community college presidents and chief academic officers
(CAOs) approaching retirement within the decade. With concerns that there would not be a
sufficient number of leaders ready to assume these roles, the American Association of
Community Colleges (AACC) developed a list of six competencies essential to community
college leadership (AACC, 2005). The purpose of this study was to examine the pathways,
competencies, and preparation of community college presidents and CAOs. Leaders in those
positions at two-year colleges in eight southeastern states were surveyed in August-September
2017. Demographic data was collected to determine common career pathways and it was found
that an overwhelming majority of current respondents earned doctorate degrees and that many of
them had focused their advanced degrees in the areas of education and/or leadership.
Approximately 84% of the leaders who responded expected to retire within 10 years of the study.
Also, at least 50% of the presidents who responded followed an academic pathway to the
presidency. Respondents were asked to rate the extent to which they agreed that the AACC
competencies were essential to their leadership roles and the extent to which they agreed that
they had been prepared for each competency prior to assuming their current roles. The results
indicated high levels of agreement that all six competencies were essential; however, tests did
reveal statistically significant differences between the levels of agreement, namely that one
competency -- community college advocacy – had a lower level of agreement than the other five
competencies. Respondents also indicated that they had been adequately prepared for each
iii

competency prior to assuming their current roles, with on-the-job experiences being the most
common method of preparation for the competencies. A correlation analysis revealed that there
was a positive relationship between the extent to which leaders agreed that the competencies
were essential and the extent to which they agreed that they were prepared for the competencies.
There were also no statistical differences between presidents and CAOs on the preparation
ratings for each competency and there was only a difference in the essential ratings for the
competency of collaboration. Recommendations for future practice based on the leadership
frameworks of Bolman and Deal (2013) and Nevarez, Wood, and Penrose (2013) are provided,
along with recommendations for higher educational leadership doctoral programs and future
research regarding pathways, competencies, and preparation.
Keywords: community colleges, presidents, chief academic officers, leadership,
retirement, pathways, competencies, preparation, statistical analysis.
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION
General Background
Since the beginning of the Twentieth Century, community colleges have evolved into the
most democratic of all higher education institutions. The first of these institutions were created in
response to: (a) the increasing high-school graduation rates that resulted in more potential postsecondary students than the universities of that time could handle; (b) changes in workforce
needs that placed more demand on paraprofessional and technological training; and (c) a desire
to expand educational opportunities to more than just the elite (Cohen, 1985). Boggs (2004)
described community colleges as “the people’s or democracy’s colleges” (p. 8) due to their openadmissions policies that helped create access to higher education for “the most diverse student
body in the history of higher education” (p. 8).
It has long been agreed that the founding of Joliet Junior College in 1901 was the
beginning of the formation of what are now called community colleges in the United States
(Cohen, 1985). Due to increasing numbers of high-school graduates and society becoming more
technologically advanced, junior colleges began to offer an education designed more specifically
for the workforce. By the late 1920s, approximately 3,200 students a year were graduating from
the newly formed junior colleges. However, the stock market crash of 1929 and the subsequent
Great Depression created immediate growth in the demand for workforce education. With nearly
12 million Americans out of work, the number of students graduating with a two-year degree
increased to 14,000 a year by 1931 (Wattenbarger & Witt, 1995). Further growth of junior
colleges was fueled by both the G.I. Bill of Rights, a law passed in 1944 that provided both the
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incentive and the means for returning serviceman to further their education by paying for them to
go to college (Vaughn, 1985), and by the 1947 President’s Commission on Higher Education
report that called for higher education to be made available for virtually all citizens (Vaughn,
1985).
The largest growth period for community colleges occurred between 1960 and 1970,
when the number of two-year institutions more than doubled and enrollments increased from
approximately 650,000 to more than 2.5 million (Dassance, 2011). This increase was due
primarily to two factors: the coming of age of the baby-boom generation and the civil rights
movement. Wanting to provide more racial and gender equality, while at the same time working
towards ending poverty, proponents of higher education saw a chance to expand educational
access. Community colleges, due to a history of open access and admitting students from all
socioeconomic backgrounds, would become the main force driving the movement from
meritocracy to egalitarianism. Dassance (2011) stated that community colleges “embodied the
social consciousness appropriate to the times” (p. 32).
While the number of institutions and enrollment numbers did not continue to grow at
such an exponential pace, community colleges did continue to enroll more and more students in
the decades that followed. Due in part to both an increase in population size and a higher rate of
adults attending college, public community college enrollments increased to the point that by the
1980s, there were nearly 1,000 institutions annually enrolling approximately 4.5 million
students, a number that, at the time, represented more than one-third of the total number of
students enrolled in higher education (Cohen, 1985). Community colleges continued to be a
2

destination of choice for adults of all ages becoming the largest sector of American higher
education in 2002 with nearly 1,200 institutions enrolling more than 6.5 million students (Boggs,
2004). While the growth rate in the following decade was not nearly as high as in previous
decades, enrollments continued to increase. The American Association of Community Colleges
(AACC, 2016) reported that in the fall of 2014, there were 7.3 million students attending a total
of 1,108 public, independent, and tribal community colleges.
With the large growth in the number of institutions came larger numbers of personnel,
including presidents and chief academic officers (CAOs). By the end of the Twentieth Century,
those leaders who had been part of the system since the 1960s and 1970s had begun to retire.
Research had indicated that upwards of 75% of community college leaders had planned to retire
within the first decade of the new millennium (Duree & Ebbers, 2012; Hockaday & Puyear,
2000; Shults, 2001; Weisman & Vaughn, 2002, 2007). Between 1998 and 2006, the average age
of community college presidents increased from 54.5 years of age (McFarlin, Crittenden, &
Ebbers, 1999) to 56 years of age (Weisman & Vaughn, 2002) and then to a peak of 59.9 years of
age (ACE, 2008). Research also suggests that most community college presidents retire by age
65, with a very small percentage continuing beyond that age (Carbone, 1981; Moriarty, 2010;
Piland & McCuen, 1992). Given the recession that occurred around the year 2008, and the
subsequent financial crisis, it is possible that the average age increased as more presidents
decided to stay in their positions, hence the need to conduct more recent research on the topic.
A review of the literature since 2010 revealed that the numbers had not really changed. In
2012, about 75% of surveyed community college leaders indicated an intent to retire within 10
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years and at a median age of 60 (Tekle, 2012). By 2015, the average age of community college
presidents had decreased slightly to 58.6 years of age (Phillippe, 2016), a possible indication that
many of the presidents who had been expected to retire were replaced with younger successors.
However, the same study also found that 80% of current presidents were expected to retire
within the next 10 years (Phillippe, 2016). So, while the average age had decreased, the
percentage of presidents nearing retirement had increased. Thus, the new millennium has
signaled a time for a change in presidential leadership described as the “most significant
transition in leadership in the history of America’s community colleges” (Boggs, 2003, p. 15).
Statement of the Problem
Considering the possibility that a large number of community college presidents are set to
retire, the question of who will replace them and how those replacements will be prepared for
their new roles becomes relevant. In this section, the problem will be defined in terms of
leadership succession and competencies.
As Wheelen (2012) notes, “leadership requires preparation, time, opportunity, and talent”
(p. 26). The wave of retirements and increasing age among the leaders in community colleges
has created what some had dubbed a leadership crisis. Many expressed concern that there would
not be enough qualified leaders to assume presidential positions (Boggs, 2003; Duree & Ebbers,
2012; McNair, 2010; Miller & Pope, 2003; Shults, 2001; Smith, 2016; Weisman & Vaughn,
2002, 2007). The existing literature on this topic has clearly revealed that the academic pipeline
is the most common pathway towards a community college presidency (ACE, 2008; Duree &
Ebbers, 2012; Friedel, 2010; Keim & Murray, 2008; Kubala, 1999; Kubala & Bailey, 2001;
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McFarlin et al., 1999; Puyear, Perkins, & Vaughn, 1990; Schmitz, 2008; Shults, 2001; Vaughn,
1987; Weisman & Vaughn, 2002, 2007). However, there is also evidence that the chief academic
officers reporting directly to community college presidents – positions considered to be ‘next in
line’ to the presidency – were also facing a crisis due to increasing age, pending retirements, and
other departures (Amey, VanDerLinden, & Brown, 2002; Jones & Warnick, 2012; Keim &
Murray, 2008).
Given such concerns, if current community college leaders wish to ensure that there will
be a sufficient number of qualified candidates for future presidential openings, then it is essential
to increase the pool of potential CAO candidates. It may be important to start developing leaders
from within the organizational charts (McArdle, 2013). While much has been written about
community college presidential leadership, the literature on CAOs has not been nearly as robust
(Keim & Murray, 2008). Therefore, it is important to include this leadership group when
discussing leadership competencies and development.
Due to concerns regarding the potential number of leaders retiring and possible gaps in
the leadership pipeline, in 2005, the American Association of Community Colleges recognized
that the “development and availability of well-prepared leaders [was] vital to the continued
success of community colleges and their students” (AACC, 2005, p. 2). There was an increased
sense of urgency for a central focus of proactive leadership development due to escalating
leadership turnover and in response to predictions the escalating turnover would continue for
years to come. As a result of nearly two years of leadership summits and surveys completed by
experts in the field of community college leadership, the AACC (2005) developed Competencies
5

for Community College Leaders. This report outlined the six main competencies and additional
subtopics that were agreed to be extremely important for successful leaders to develop: (a)
Organizational Strategy, (b) Resource Management, (c) Communication, (d) Collaboration, (e)
Community College Advocacy, and (f) Professionalism (AACC, 2005).
Following the publication of that report, research has been conducted with a focus on: the
extent to which community college presidents and CAOs have concurred that these competencies
are essential for their positions; how current and future leaders are prepared for their positions;
and how the identified competencies are developed through formal doctoral degree programs and
other forms of professional development. It is not just important to know what community
college leaders should know and be able to do, but also if they have been properly prepared and
set up for success. However, no single major publication has combined all those elements for
both community college presidents and CAOs together in one project.
Significance of the Study
In the previous section, a potential leadership crisis involving succession and
competencies was discussed. In this section, the purpose of the study is further laid out, with an
emphasis on who was surveyed, what data was gathered, and the intended audience that will
most benefit from the results.
It has been over a decade since the AACC released its seminal report on community
college leadership (AACC, 2005). While the core mission of community colleges has not
changed – open access and the awarding of two-year degrees is still at the heart of the mission
for these institutions – an expansion of multiple and more diverse missions has increased the
6

complexity of these colleges (Romero, 2004). The addition of baccalaureate degrees designed
with a focus on the workforce needs of the community sparked major change in Florida where
the state legislature changed the entire community college system to the Florida State College
System to reflect changes in its mission. The role of community college presidents has become
more political (O’Farrell, 2016), as society has progressed from an industrial age to a more
specialized age of knowledge (Romero, 2004), thus creating more complex responsibilities.
Reductions in state funding allocations (Lederman, 2012) and the introduction of performance
funding (Dougherty & Reddy, 2013) have led to a leadership challenge regarding fundraising
(Barwick, 2002; Boggs, 2003; Duree & Ebbers, 2012; Hammons & Miller, 2006; Hassan,
Dellow, & Jackson, 2010; McArdle, 2013; McNair, Duree, & Ebbers, 2011; Romero, 2004;
Wallin, 2002). Community college leaders may find themselves becoming more entrepreneurial
(McArdle, 2013; Shults, 2001), seeking to forge relationships with both business and industry
(Romero, 2004). Community college leaders also find themselves in a world in which they must
be more accountable not only to their colleagues within the institution and the boards that
oversee the institutional progress and finances, but also to the public at large that has become
more politically involved and aware of the inner workings of the college (Romero, 2004; Smith,
2016). Extensive use of strategic planning is another leadership tool that can be developed in
order to ensure financial stability and remain accountable (Kubala & Bailey, 2001; Romero,
2004). Given this increased complexity, it is important to review the AACC competencies based
on the perspective of current leaders.

7

It has been stated that “the graying of community college leadership is an issue across the
country” (Boerner, 2015, p. 21). Multiple researchers since the year 2000, based on independent
studies, have hypothesized that upward of 75% of community college presidents planned to retire
within the first decade of the new millennium (Duree & Ebbers, 2012; Hockaday & Puyear,
2000; Shults, 2001; Weisman & Vaughn, 2002, 2007). More recent research suggests that
number has increased to 80% within the next decade (Phillippe, 2016). There is a parallel that
can be drawn with the research regarding the aging of the community college professoriate.
Much was written about the possibility of large numbers of faculty, many of whom were hired
during the boom period of the 1960s and 1970s, retiring by the year 2015. Potential retirement
percentages ranging from 40% to 80% have been cited by researchers (Berry, Hammons, &
Denny, 2001; Conley, 2005; McCormack, 2008; Murray, 2010; Rosser & Townsend, 2006).
Echoing what has been written about the presidential leadership pipeline, Jones-Kavalier and
Flannigan (2008) expressed a concern that community college leaders questioned whether there
were enough qualified individuals ready and willing to apply for full-time faculty positions (as
cited in Murray, 2010). In support of this hypothesis, the primary researcher in his role as a dean
at a public community college has noted that 31% of continuing-contract/tenured faculty
members, as well as many temporary and adjunct faculty, have retired since 2012. In addition,
the number of applicants for the continuing-contract track positions that opened due to said
retirements have steadily decreased each year. However, this was just one person’s observation
and there has not been any definitive literature indicating that a large exodus of community
college faculty has actually occurred.
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Thus, it is appropriate to question whether or not research projections of expected
retirement by community college presidents is actually accurate. There is some belief that there
have not been near as many presidential vacancies as would be expected if 75% of presidents
were actually retiring within a 10-year period. Plus, the literature reveals that the average age of
community college presidents had not really changed between 2008 and 2015 (ACE, 2008;
Phillippe, 2016), suggesting that community college leadership is not really graying at the rate
that has been suggested (Boerner, 2015). On the other hand, there may be another possible
explanation for the lack of increase in the average age of community college presidents. Goings
(2016), a younger community college president, stated that baby boomers are leaving academia
at an alarming rate, and that “there are not enough Gen-Xer’s prepared to take the leadership
reins” (p. 6). Goings’ (2016) statement regarding the baby boomer generation was echoed by
AACC President Walter Bumphus, who further stated that a gap in the community college
leadership pipeline would continue (Smith, 2016). Thus, it could be possible that as older leaders
retire, they are being replaced by other leaders from the same generation.
Whether or not the percentage of retirements is as high as has been suggested, evidence
does exist suggesting that the number of presidential transitions has increased. The AACC
membership database has tracked the number of transitions each academic year; however, the
type of transition (retirements, resignations, terminations, relocations, etc.) has not been
delineated. Between the 2011-2012 and 2014-2015 academic years, the number of annual
transitions increased two-fold from 134 to 269 (Smith, 2016), a number that represents
approximately 24% of the total number of two-year institutions. If this trend were to continue, it
9

may be appropriate to question whether the current pipelines of future leaders are fully
developed and ready for such change. Some past and current leaders as well as leadership
consultants have stated that future leaders are not ready to assume higher positions (Hoerner,
2015; Smith, 2016). However, this evidence could be anecdotal and not grounded in statistical
research. In addition, according to Jones and Warnick (2012), there is a limited amount of
research that has been conducted on how to attain the first community college presidency. Given
the question of whether or not there is indeed a leadership crisis and a possibly major transition
in leadership, surveying current community college presidents added to the body of literature by
determining their current transition status and exploring how they view their current positions
and how they believe they were best prepared for those positions.
The purpose of this research was to describe the pathways, competencies, and preparation
of current presidents and chief academic officers from institutions within eight southeastern
states. Demographic data was collected to determine the career pathways that led these leaders to
their current positions. Using the AACC competencies as a structural frame, the surveyed leaders
were asked to identify the extent to which they agreed that those competencies are essential to
their positions as well as the extent to which they agreed that they were properly prepared for
each competency. They were also asked to identify the method of preparation best suited for
each competency. Statistical analysis was used to determine if there a correlation exists between
essentialness and preparation as well as identify any differences between the responses of the
presidents and the chief academic officers. Lastly, respondents were asked when they plan to
retire and the data collected was used to determine if the reported retirement percentage is indeed
10

accurate. Given the current economic climate for public higher education institutions, there could
also be a question as to which competency is most important to be developed and if there are
additional competencies to be added to the list.
The primary intended audience for this study was aspiring community college leaders
who wish to begin to develop their pathway and competencies. Current community college
leaders who wish to seek advice from others in similar positions or wish to compare their
thoughts and ideas with those of their contemporaries may also find this research useful. In
addition, this study could be beneficial to educators – including graduate faculty and staff
development officers – who wish to create, enhance, or overhaul doctoral degree programs,
workshops, seminars, grow-your-own programs, or other professional development opportunities
in educational leadership or more specifically community college leadership.
Research Questions
Based on the purpose and objective of this study, the following research questions were
addressed and answered:
RQ1: What is the relationship between the competencies and the preparation levels for
those competencies for community college presidents and chief academic
officers?
RQ2: What differences, if any, are there between community college presidents and
chief academic officers related to essential competencies and preparation?
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Definition of Terms
American Association of Community Colleges (AACC): Representing nearly 1,200
institutions, the AACC provides a national voice for their membership and advocates for the
mission of community colleges. The AACC also supports student access and learning, leadership
development, global education, and workforce development.
American Council on Education (ACE): ACE is the most visible and influential
association for higher education, representing more than 1,700 accredited colleges and
universities in the United States. The association’s primary mission is to act as a single voice on
vital issues and policies related to higher education.
Chief academic officer (CAO): A chief academic officer is a senior-level administrator
who is responsible for the oversight of the academic affairs division. This position generally
reports to the president. Other similar position titles include dean of instruction, vice president of
academic affairs, and provost.
Community college: Community colleges are public, independent, or tribal open-access
institutions that most commonly award two-year associate degrees and certificates designed for
either university transfer or workforce training.
Competencies or leadership competencies: Competencies are the knowledge, skills,
abilities, and behaviors necessary for meeting a specific objective. In this research, leadership
competencies are the specific focus.
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Florida College System: Consisting of 28 member colleges, the Florida College System
provides primary access for high-quality, affordable undergraduate education in the state of
Florida.
Leadership: Leadership is a process, action, or style of influence that achieves desired
goals by enabling others to effectively perform their duties.
President: The president of an institution is its chief executive officer, whose position
rests at the top of the organizational chart.
Professional development: Professional development denotes a variety of means for
growing and developing as an educator or administrator by learning new skill sets through
mediums such as formal education, workshops, seminars, and mentoring.
Theoretical Framework
Because there is not just one definition of effective leadership, there are different styles
of leadership and leadership theories that can be applied to community college leadership. In this
section, two such frameworks of leadership theory will be introduced and later supported by the
review of the literature.
It is not only important for successful leaders to identify and develop the competencies
defined by the AACC (2005); they must also be able to use multiple perspectives when
identifying critical issues and solutions to problems. Bolman and Deal (2013) describe an
essential step of “reframing” as being able “to think about situations in more than one way” (p.
5). A frame is defined as a “set of ideas or assumptions that you carry in your head” that helps
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the person carrying it to “understand and negotiate a particular ‘territory’” (Bolman & Deal,
2013, p. 10).
Bolman and Deal (2013) introduced four frames of leadership: structural, human
resource, political, and symbolic. The structural leadership frame: (a) emphasizes goals,
specialized roles, and formal relationships; (b) adheres to organizational charts; and (c) uses
rules, policies, procedures, and hierarchies to coordinate diverse activities into a unified strategy.
The human resource frame of leadership views the organization as an extended family with
needs, skills, and relationships, seeking to find a way to get the job completed with individuals
feeling good about their roles within the organization. The political leadership frame recognizes
organizations as arenas, contests, or jungles in which there is fierce competition for power and
resources. It recognizes that conflict, bargaining, negotiation, and compromise are commonplace,
and that coalitions form around specific interests and may change as needs and goals change.
The symbolic frame treats organizations as tribes, theaters, or carnivals and views organizations
as cultures in which leaders use rituals, ceremonies, stories, heroes, and myths to communicate
their vision.
In addition, Nevarez, Wood, and Penrose (2013) have developed a leadership theory
more specifically geared toward community college leaders. Their model uses the following
forms of leadership: bureaucratic, democratic, path-goal, situational, ethical, leader-member
exchange, political, systems, transformational, symbolic, and transformative. Two of the
leadership styles developed by Nevarez et al. (2013) directly overlap with Bolman and Deal’s
(2013) political and symbolic leadership frames. Nevarez et al. (2013) stated that with many
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community colleges experiencing “financial turmoil” (p. 93) and budget reductions that lead to
increased conflict while procuring the funding necessary for program survival, political
leadership is necessary to embrace conflict and bargaining to “form coalitions to compete for
power and resources” (p. 93). Political leaders can advocate for the allocation of resources, their
decisions are enhanced through networks of support, and ideological standpoints contribute to
positive change. On the other hand, Nevarez et al. (2010) also state that symbolic leaders are able
to motivate their followers through the use of symbols and rituals, adhering to the belief that the
interpretation of both social interactions and messages aids in the construction of meaning.
Nevarez et al. (2013) introduced an important point in stating that in the current “age of
increased accountability, public scrutiny, and seemingly endless litigation, it has become even
more critical for community colleges to adhere to the bureaucratic model” (p. 14). They
identified benefits of bureaucratic leadership such as reduced organizational ambiguity through
the use of clear protocols and regulations; increased accountability due to known divisions of
labor throughout the organization; maximized human and financial resources allowing for
greater overall productivity; and reduced human capital costs through the use of mechanized
processes.
Another major leadership theory illustrated by Nevarez et al. (2013) is transformational
leadership. Leaders employing this style will lead by example, exhibit strong communication
skills, and develop and communicate a strong vision. Transformational leaders are also able to
use multi-skilled leadership to promote affiliate development.
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This study demonstrated that modern community college leaders use the frames
introduced by Bolman and Deal (2013) and the leadership styles expounded by Nevarez et al.
(2013) to develop and use the AACC (2005) competencies. The review of the literature and
subsequent data collection revealed that political, symbolic, bureaucratic, and transformational
leadership are the most common frames and styles exhibited by community college presidents
and chief academic officers.
Limitations
There are four primary limitations to this study, outlined below.


The results of the study were limited to only current leaders in the year the study was
conducted.



This study was regional, as opposed to national, in scope. Only eight states from the
southeastern United States were included.



The survey instrument was distributed electronically with no incentives given to
respondents to complete the study. Thus, there was limited control over the response
rate.



The results of the survey represented the self-perceptions of the respondents and thus
were subject to individual biases.
Delimitations

The delimitations of this study were as follows:


The institution type being studied was public community colleges. In those states
being studied, some colleges are named state colleges because they are authorized to
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award baccalaureate degrees, while others are named technical colleges. These
colleges were still included, provided that their primary mission is to award two-year
degrees. Any private colleges and colleges or universities with the primary mission of
awarding four-year and graduate degrees were excluded.


The focus of this study was on two specific groups: community college presidents
and CAOs. Other leadership positions, such as those in student affairs, administrative
management, or institutional effectiveness, for example, were excluded.



The leadership competencies examined in this study were defined by the AACC
(2005) and therefore were considered to be properly vetted.



The results of the study are not intended to be used to rate the performance of any
specific doctoral or other leadership program.



This study is not designed to rate the job performance or effectiveness of any current
community college president or chief academic officer.
Summary

Community colleges have evolved in response to the tremendous growth experienced in
the latter half of the Twentieth Century. As compared to other higher education institutions,
community colleges have generally proven to be the most adaptive to change. Bailey (2003)
explained that as circumstances change, the roles of community colleges are changing as well:
Changes in pedagogic and production technology, state funding policy, the expectations
of students, parents, and policymakers, demographic trends; and the growth of new types
of educational institutions and providers are potentially altering the role of community
colleges within the wider landscape of higher education. (p. 1)
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Given the position of community colleges within the framework of this society, it is essential that
they continue to adapt, evolve, and develop as higher education institutions. The leaders of these
colleges must also be ready for whatever comes their way. These leadership positions require a
particular set of knowledge, skills, and abilities.
As the end of the second decade of the Twenty-First Century approaches, a new wave of
leaders has begun taking over leadership positions within community colleges. It is important for
future leaders to know how to get to the highest leadership positions, to understand what is
expected of them in those roles, and to begin to prepare themselves for the positions for which
they aspire. It is important not only to be cognizant of the history of community college
leadership, but also its present and its future. The intention of this study was to bring that past,
present, and future together by outlining the career pathways, leadership competencies, and
leadership preparation necessary for community college presidents and chief academic officers
to be successful. An extensive review of the literature on the pathways, competencies, and
preparation of community college presidents and CAOs is presented in Chapter Two. Together
with extensive results from a survey of actual community college leaders that are presented in
Chapter Four, a framework for current and aspiring leaders can be created to further develop
their skillset and lead the next generation of educators.
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CHAPTER TWO: REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
The literature on community college leadership – and on community college presidents in
particular – is abundant. Following brief introductions on leadership and an impending
leadership crisis, the bulk of this chapter will focus on four main areas: (a) pathways, which will
be broken down into those followed by presidents and those followed by chief academic officers;
(b) competencies, with an emphasis on those defined by the AACC; (c) preparation, including
various options available to current and aspiring leaders; and (d) leadership styles and frames,
which will refer back to the theoretical frameworks introduced in Chapter One.
Community College Leadership
Leadership in American higher education has evolved through the years. What follows is
a brief synopsis of how community college leadership has changed and an outline of the current
issues facing community college presidents in particular.
During the early days of the colonial colleges, the role of a college president was much
more robust. Those leaders were primarily responsible for much if not all of the administrative
responsibilities, which included not just curriculum, but also staffing, facilities, and budgeting
(Brubacher & Rudy, 2009). As higher education evolved over the subsequent centuries, a
hierarchy of command developed. Presidents evolved into visionaries and charismatic leaders,
while the day-to-day operations of the institution became the responsibilities of other positions
on the organizational chart. CAOs are now more responsible for curriculum and teaching, with
direct oversight of instructional faculty. Other vice-presidential positions assume responsibility
for student services, administrative functions, and information systems. The modern community
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college president must now fill a role that as much symbolic as it is substantive (Freeman &
Kochan, 2012).
The concept of leadership has evolved through the decades, with researchers continually
attempting to conceptualize or define leadership (Northouse, 2016). Spendlove (2007) defined
leadership as “a process of influence leading to the achievement of desired purposes” (p. 408),
which is similar to Northouse’s (2016) definition of leadership as “a process whereby an
individual influences a group of individuals to achieve a common goal” (p. 6). The idea that
leadership is a process involving influence is further supported by Bolman and Gallos (2011) in
their research on academic leadership. Community college presidents in the modern era are well
positioned to have such an influence on their institutions. They must raise funds for the
institution (mostly by attracting new donors), and they must learn how to do more with less,
especially in public institutions affected by lower allocations of state funding. They must decide
how to address the issues of distance and online education that have become more prevalent in
the Twenty-First Century, how to compete with and out-perform their for-profit competitors, and
how to overcome de-professionalization (Martin & Samels, 2004).
There are multiple ways to view the process of leadership. In direct opposition to a more
traditional top-down approach to leadership, participative leadership involves a visioning process
in which leaders conceptualize, perceive, and imagine in response to the characterization of their
environments (Grasmick, Davies, & Harbour, 2012). Re-visioning provides a leader with a fresh
perspective for viewing the institution, creating a wider lens that broadens the visioning process,
thus providing the force needed to steer the institution through a changing environment
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(Grasmick et al., 2012). As an institution engages in a more participative leadership process, a
transformational process can form (Grasmick et al., 2012) that, in turn, allows a leader to
increase motivations, shared meaning, and the morality of the institution’s constituents in order
to achieve more than was expected (Nevarez et al., 2013). It is vital to lead up rather than always
leading down, and to bring people along by allowing them to see the value in where the leader
wants to go (Bolman & Gallos, 2011). While the visioning process and a move toward
participative leadership can bring positive outcomes for institutions, leaders must move carefully
while maintaining a sense of vigilance, as the traditional bureaucratic process can be difficult to
transform (Grasmick et al., 2012).
It is also important for leaders avoid holding themselves to a single view, vision, or frame
of their world, especially if that frame is flawed. Hence, Bolman and Gallos (2011) stated that
strong leaders in academic settings should use reframing – “a deliberate process of shifting
perspectives to see the same situation in multiple ways and through different lenses” (p. 13). In
order to avoid being stuck in comfort zones, leaders need to challenge themselves by examining
problems from different angles and from the perspectives of their colleagues and constituents.
Reframing also allows leaders to align their own personal norms, values, and beliefs with those
held by the multiple stakeholders in the college’s success; specifically, the faculty, staff,
students, and community (Hamilton, 2016). Everyone involved does not have to view the world
in the same way, but the successful leader needs to build positive working relationships by
exhibiting patience, tolerance, and understanding to bridge those frame gaps (Bolman & Gallos,
2011).
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Reframing can also be used as a fundamental part of the sensemaking process, which
Bolman and Gallos (2011) claimed is “at the heart of leadership” (p. 29) and an instrumental part
of academic leadership in particular. Sensemaking is an action-oriented process involving three
basic steps: taking notice of the situation, making interpretations, and deciding how to proceed
(Bolman & Gallos, 2011). How leader make sense of a situation or issue at hand can depend on
their frame, a reality that has the drawback of possibly blinding leaders to alternatives because of
potential gaps or biases in their frame (Bolman & Gallos, 2011). However, a leader’s past
experiences can be applied to new situations and through the use of a cognitive feedback loop,
and alternative approaches can be considered and adapted (Eddy, 2005). Sensemaking is a
personal process, and therefore, like the humans who use it, is not a perfect process. Mistakes
can be made when one misinterprets the situation or the options that are available or when an
incorrect frame is applied, at which point the reframing process should take place (Bolman &
Gallos, 2011).
Another process that is similar to sensemaking is a leadership case study framework
designed by Nevarez and Wood (2012) that stresses the importance of reflective theory-practice.
Their framework is a five-step process in which the role of leader is assumed, relevant
information is examined, underlining problems are identified, multiple approaches are used to
analyze the case, and finally a resolution is identified (Nevarez & Wood, 2012). The actions
taken by leaders in that final step should be reflected upon both critically and continually in order
to make sound decisions in the future (Nevarez & Wood, 2012). The parallels between the
Nevarez-Wood framework and sensemaking are fairly obvious. Both processes involve gathering
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appropriate information early in the process, interpreting that information using multiple vantage
points or frames, and making decisions based on past viewpoints and experiences. Both
processes also suggest that leaders should continue to reassess their decisions – in other words,
adjust their frames – as a means of improving upon their leadership abilities.
In addition to the leadership process, it is vitally important for community college
presidents to stay current with organizational development as well as strategic planning to best
fulfill the mission of the institution (Kubala & Bailey, 2001; Romero, 2004). Vaughn (1987)
suggested that presidents must exhibit traits of effective leadership such as integrity, courage,
and sound judgement, while at the same time having the ability to hire qualified people who are
able to achieve the results set forth by the president. There is also a need for presidents, and to
some extent CAOs, to be responsive to the community at large, including both businesses and
industry (Boggs, 1989). Barwick (2002), himself a community college president, stated that
leaders must take both a horizontal view and a global view of not only their own institutions, but
also of the regular tasks that must be accomplished.
In addition, an administrator seeking a top-level position such as president or CAO, must
have depth and breadth in regards to learning theories, curriculum, preparation, budgets, funding
sources, admissions, and advising (Barwick, 2002). Other factors such as the globalization of the
world economy, constantly changing technologies, plus student demographics that have created
minority majorities in some institutions have placed many demands on the leadership skills
required for community college presidents to “navigate new and often uncharted waters”
(Weisman & Vaughn, 2002, p. 15).
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Leadership Crisis
As was mentioned in Chapter One, the largest period of growth for community colleges
was in the 1960s and 1970s, with new colleges being opened at an exponential pace during those
decades. By the beginning of the Twenty-first Century, many of the administrative leaders and
faculty who had been part of newer community colleges since their founding had started or
planned to retire. In this section, the research on community college presidential retirement and
age will be reviewed.
Research has indicated that anywhere from half to three-quarters of presidents surveyed
in the early part of the Twenty-first Century planned to retire within a decade (Duree & Ebbers,
2012; Hockaday & Puyear, 2000; Shults, 2001; Weisman & Vaughn, 2002, 2007). The average
age of sitting community college presidents was incrementally increasing around the turn of the
century. McFarlin et al. (1999) found that the average age of the 718 surveyed presidents from
across the country was 54.5 years of age. A national survey of community college presidents
administered by the AACC in 2001 found that the average age was 56 (Weisman & Vaughn,
2002). A similar study conducted in 2006 found that the average age had increased to 59.9 years
of age (ACE, 2008). However, in a national study of 415 community college presidents, Schmitz
(2008) found their average age to be 58, a slight decline from the ACE (2008) findings two years
prior.
Advancing to the next decade, research reveals similar results with some slight
differences. Phillippe (2016), with the support of the AACC, conducted a survey of community
college chief executive officers, the overwhelming majority of whom were presidents. The
24

average age of the 239 respondents was 58.6, a decrease from the study conducted by ACE
(ACE, 2008) but slightly higher than the average found by Schmitz (2008). The trend in the
average age of presidents based on the aforementioned studies is illustrated in Figure 1. If the
results of the ACE (2008) study were excluded, the remaining data points nearly form a straight
line with a positive slope. It is possible that the results of ACE (2008) study can be considered an
outlier either due to errors in data collection or calculation, or due to an abnormal result when
compared to other similar studies conducted during that same time period. In fact, a study
conducted by Weisman and Vaughn (2007) in 2006 with the support of the AACC found the
average age of community college presidents to be 58 years of age, which is the same as the
results found two years later (Schmitz, 2008). With or without the ACE (2008) study results, the
notion that the average age of community college presidents has steadily increased during the
past two decades has been supported.
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Figure 1: Average age of community college presidents
Multiple studies (Phillippe, 2016; Schmitz, 2008; Weisman & Vaughn, 2007) have
demonstrated that the average age of community college presidents is approaching 60 years of
age, but how close is this to their common retirement age? Going back to 1981, a time that was
after the large increase in the number of community colleges but before the recession of the
1980s, a national study of approximately 27% of community colleges found that around 9% of
presidents stayed in their position until age 65, with only 6% staying beyond the age of 65
(Carbone, 1981). At that time, then, the majority of retiring presidents were closer to 60 years of
age than they were to 70 years of age. Around a decade later, a study of retired community
college presidents from California revealed that their average retirement age was 60 and that the
age range that they left their last presidential position was from 42 to 69 years of age (Piland &
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McCuen, 1992). Just as in 1981, the results from 1992 were consistent in revealing that more
presidents retired before the age of 65 than after.
It has been previously discussed that a large percentage of presidential retirements was
expected between the years 2000 and 2010 as the average age increased from around 55 years to
59 years. This concern would appear to be valid based on the results from an AACC survey of
retired community college presidents conducted in 2008 in which the modal retirement age – the
age that occurred with the highest frequency in the data – was 60 (Moriarty, 2010). It was also
revealed that the highest concentration of retirement ages was in the 61-64 range with an overall
retirement age range of 55 to 71 (Moriarty, 2010). It is important to note that this survey was
conducted at the beginning of what turned out to be a significant financial recession in which
retirement accounts and housing both plummeted in values. It does raise the possibility that
community college presidents may have decided to stay longer than they had originally planned
due to financial reasons. Based on exhaustive searches of the extant literature, there does not
appear to have been a major study of retirement ages conducted since 2010 that could be used to
confirm or refute past results.
In addition to concerns regarding the retirement of community college presidents, there is
a parallel in the literature for faculty members. By 1999, many of the faculty members that were
hired as new institutions were opened during the boom period of the 1960s and 1970s had
remained at those same institutions or at least within the community college system (Berry et al.,
2001). More than 30% of community college faculty were at least 55 years old and, on average,
they expected to retire by age 65 (Conley, 2005). Amongst all segments of higher education in
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the United States, public community colleges had the largest percentage (66.7%) of faculty
between 45 and 64 years of age, and conversely the smallest percentage of faculty who were age
65 and older (McCormack, 2008; Murray, 2010). Given these percentages, researchers
concluded that anywhere from 40% to 80% of community college faculty could retire between
2010 and 2020 (McCormack, 2008; Murray, 2010; Rosser & Townsend, 2006). Concerns had
been raised that there would not be enough qualified individuals prepared to take on faculty roles
based on literature supporting the belief that graduate schools were not preparing faculty for
primarily teaching roles (Murray, 2010). However, much like the literature on presidential
retirements, there is a dearth of existing literature on this topic post-2008 recession to know if
community college faculty stayed longer than planned, thus delaying their retirement. Such a
dynamic could have reduced the aforementioned percentages by considerable amounts.
It was stated earlier that several articles had predicted that upwards of 75% of community
college presidents were expected to retire by 2010 (Duree & Ebbers, 2012; Hockaday & Puyear,
2000; Shults, 2001; Weisman & Vaughn, 2002, 2007). However, it was also mentioned that the
financial crisis that occurred late in that first decade of the new millennium could have led to
more presidents staying on later than expected. The results of a more recent study revealed that
80% of the chief executive officers had planned to retire within the 10-year period starting in
2015 (Phillipe, 2015), a percentage that is actually higher than those that had been reported in
earlier studies conducted in the previous fifteen years including a survey also endorsed by the
AACC just three years earlier (Tekle, 2012). Phillippe’s (2016) finding could support a
hypothesis that community college presidents are retiring at a later age than had previously been
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reported, or these results could instead lend credence to the possibility that community college
leadership is in a continuous cycle of succession.
Based on the aforementioned findings that an overwhelming majority of community
college presidents were planning to retire within a decade of each survey, many researchers have
concluded that community colleges are facing an impending leadership crisis (Boggs, 2003;
Duree & Ebbers, 2012; McNair, 2010; Miller & Pope, 2003; Shults, 2001; Weisman & Vaughn,
2002, 2007). There were concerns of a shortage of qualified candidates to take the place of
retiring presidents. To that point, Price (2012) found in her study of 102 community college
academic affairs officers that the average age of those leaders was 56.5, thus indicating that the
leaders most likely to succeed community college presidents were of an age that was similar to
the age of those they would be succeeding. Based on the predicted number of leadership
transitions, Boggs (2003) had named this time the “most significant transition in leadership in the
history of America’s community colleges” (p. 15), while Goings (2016) dubbed it “a time of
unprecedented leadership turnover” (p. 6).
The AACC recognized that for community colleges to be able to continue providing its
students opportunities for success, it is vital that there be potential leaders ready and willing to
step into leadership and it is vital that those leaders be adequately developed and well prepared
for that jobs that lay ahead (AACC, 2005). With that in mind, the following sections represent a
review of the literature on community college leadership, especially presidencies, summarized in
three areas: (a) pathways, which includes degrees, programs of study, experience, and prior
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positions; (b) competencies, or skills, required for effective leadership; and (c) preparation, not
just through graduate programs, but also by using various modes of professional development.
Pathways
The focus of this section is on leadership pathways: specifically the degrees earned by
community college leaders, the programs in which their highest degrees were earned, and the
positions held prior to current position. The two groups – presidents and chief academic officers
– will be addressed separately.
Presidents
In most community colleges, the position of president is the highest that can be achieved
although some college systems have chancellors that oversee the entire system. The focus of this
section will be on the most common prior positions held by community college presidents, the
percentage holding doctorates, and the most common programs of study for those earned
degrees. Some research on internal pathways will also be reviewed.
Boggs (1989) stated that potential candidates for community college presidential
positions should first decide that they would want to be president before starting on a presidential
pathway. From there, a pathway toward the goal can be established. The literature on pathways
to the presidency has been fairly uniform and consistent in demonstrating that moving through
positions within academic affairs is the most common path (ACE, 2008; Duree & Ebbers, 2012;
Friedel, 2010; Keim & Murray, 2008; Kubala, 1999; Kubala & Bailey, 2001; McFarlin et al.,
1999; Puyear et al., 1990; Schmitz, 2008; Shults, 2001; Vaughn, 1987; Weisman & Vaughn,
2002, 2007).
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Various studies have been published that reveal the most frequent prior positions held by
community college presidents. Vaughn (1987) reported that more than 50% of the presidents in
his study came to the presidency through an academic pathway, with 38% having previously
been CAOs and another 12% having served as vice presidents before becoming president for the
first time. These numbers were consistent with a later study by McFarlin et al. (1999) in which
approximately 50% of the 718 community college presidents surveyed had served as deans of
instruction or as academic vice presidents before their first presidency. In contrast, Kubala
(1999) conducted a study of 52 community college presidents from around the country, all of
whom had recently been appointed as presidents, for which results indicated that 72.2% of the
participants had advanced from positions within academic affairs. Kubala’s (1999) results also
indicated that 11.1% of the respondents came through the route of student services, which was
the next largest group by percentage. Two years later, the results of a study that was designed to
replicate his previous research revealed a sharp decrease in the percentage of newly appointed
presidents whom came through academic affairs to 56.4% from the previous 72% findings
(Kubala & Bailey, 2001). This result was much more in line with other previous research results
(McFarlin et al., 1999; Vaughn, 1987), possibly suggesting that the results of Kubala’s (1999)
survey could have been due to an anomalous rush of “academic” presidents.
Continuing along this line of research, the results of a much larger survey of 936
community college presidents administered by the AACC and reported by Weisman and Vaughn
(2002) were also consistent with previous results reported by Vaughn (1987), indicating that
approximately 55% of presidents surveyed had previously served as academic administrators
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before first becoming a president and that more than 39% had previously served as CAOs. A
replicated survey administered in 2006 also validated previous research by indicating that 37%
of the presidents surveyed had been CAOs while another 10% had served as vice presidents
overseeing academic areas before assuming their first presidency (Weisman & Vaughn, 2007).
Schmitz (2008) found that 47% of the presidents in his study had previously served in academic
positions before first becoming president. And yet another study, this one conducted by ACE
(2008), further supported the notion that the academic pathway is the most likely route to a
community college presidency, as 60% of the presidents at that time previously held senior
executive positions within higher education. Of the presidents in the study, 31% had come from
the CAO or provost position, 12% from another executive position in academic affairs, 4%
directly from department chair or faculty, and the remainder from student services, finance, or
development positions. The results of each of these studies are summarized in Table 1.

Table 1: Percent of Community College Presidents Who Followed an Academic Pathway to the
Presidency

Source
Vaughn (1987)
McFarlin et al. (1999)
Kubala (1999)
Kubala and Bailey (2001)
Weisman and Vaughn (2002)
Weisman and Vaughn (2007)
Schmitz (2008)
ACE (2008)

% from
Academic
Affairs
>50%
50%
72.2%
56.4%
55%
47%
60%
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%
Previously
CAO
38%

%
Previously
VP
12%

>39%
37%

10%

31%

12%

In one of the few studies in which the time to the presidency was also measured,
Twombly (1987) found that the mean number of years between entry in the community college
job market and the assumption of a presidential position was 10.8 years and that, on average,
presidents held 3.4 positions between their first college position and their first presidency. Based
on the results of a national study of 193 community college presidents, with a focus on 155 of
whom were in their first presidency, the author also found that less than half of the presidents
surveyed began in faculty positions. The majority entered the labor market in administrative
positions. Given these results, Twombly (1987) concluded that those who enter directly into
administrative positions tend to be older and reach the presidency faster than those who began in
faculty positions, since those individuals tended to start younger but take longer to progress, thus
suggesting that “both administrators and faculty members may arrive at presidencies at
approximately the same age” (p. 19). More than 20 years later, a national study of 415
community college presidents revealed that those who had followed a community college
academic pathway took an average of 11.82 years to reach a presidency, while those in other
community college pathways took slightly longer – an average of 12.29 years (Schmitz, 2008).
Based on the format in which Schmitz (2008) presented his results, it is not possible to determine
if there were significant differences between these two groups or if there was a difference
compared to Twombly’s (1987) results because the sample sizes for each subset were not
provided.
The literature on presidential pathways has clearly indicated that the most common
presidential pathway is through academic affairs. There is also additional evidence stating that
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presidents are also likely to be promoted from within their current institutions. Amey et al.
(2002) indicated that the dominant model for the succession of leaders was the internal labor
market, defined as being employed at the same institution for at least 10 years, although some
exceptions existed amongst presidents and CAOs who had pathways that included a mix of
internal and external labor markets. Kubala and Bailey (2001) found that 8.9% of the
presidencies in their survey were the result of no search, thus an internal promotion, which they
concluded was increasing, although their conclusion was based on anecdotal information. In an
AACC survey from 2001, nearly 34% of the respondents had been an internal candidate when
hired to their first presidency (Weisman & Vaughn, 2002). In their replicated study from 2006,
35% of presidents had been internal candidates (Weisman & Vaughn, 2007). While those
numbers are quite similar, they are notably higher than the results reported by the ACE (2008) in
which 27.6% of the presidents in its survey were internally promoted. ACE (2008) additionally
reported that 49% of all senior-level administrators were hired from within the institution,
concluding “that the practice of ‘moving out to move up’ is not as widespread as typically
thought” (ACE, 2008, p. 21).
In addition to studying the types of positions community college presidents have held
prior to their appointments and whether or not they were hired internally, there is also research
on the numbers of presidents holding doctorate degrees. It is not a requirement of all presidential
positions that the candidate holds a doctorate degree; however, the literature is fairly consistent
in revealing that most presidents do, in fact, have such a degree. Studies conducted in the 1980s
indicated that anywhere between 76% and 79% of presidents at that time had completed
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doctorate degrees (Amey et al., 2002; Weisman & Vaughn, 2002). In slight contrast, Boggs
(1989) cited data from a secondary source that stated that at the time, around 81% of community
college presidents had earned doctorates, and that the majority of them earned those degrees after
already starting their professional careers. That percentage then increased to 89% in 1996
(Weisman & Vaughn, 2002) and has remained consistently between 86% and 88% in various
studies conducted since 1998 (Amey et al., 2002; Duree & Ebbers, 2012; Hull & Keim, 2007;
McFarlin et al., 1999; Schmitz, 2008; Weisman & Vaughn, 2002, 2007). So, while there still
appears to be a small percentage of community college presidents who do not hold doctorate
degrees, it would be more appropriate to now consider a completed doctorate as a required
qualification rather than an optional or desired one (Weisman & Vaughn, 2007).
In addition to whether or not a community college leader has a doctorate degree, there are
also differences in the types of degrees and the fields in which they were earned. Multiple
researchers have reported near equal splits between PhDs and EdDs (Amey et al., 2002; Carillo,
2011; Duree & Ebbers, 2012; McFarlin et al., 1999; Schmitz, 2008; Weisman & Vaughn, 2002,
2007), suggesting either a consistency in survey results or overlapping respondents in the
samples. In a study conducted by McFarlin et al. (1999), approximately 60% of community
college presidents reported that their highest degree was in an area of higher education, with
about 38% specifically in community college leadership. These percentages were very similar to
the results reported by Schmitz (2008) – 64% and 38% respectively – but quite lower than what
were found in subsequent studies by other researchers. Weisman and Vaughn (2002) reported
that 72% of the presidents who responded to the AACC’s survey earned their highest degrees in
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some area of education. Their replicated 2006 survey resulted in almost the same percentage,
71% (Weisman & Vaughn, 2007). Hammons and Miller (2006) wrote that 92% of the
community college presidents in their study held graduate degrees either in higher education or
community college education. At first, this would seem to be quite contrary to the results
published by Weisman and Vaughn (2006), however, their statistic only considered the
presidents’ highest degrees whereas Hammons and Miller (2006) included all graduate degrees,
therefore allowing for the possibility that a president could have a master’s degree in education
but a doctorate in another field.
Chief Academic Officers (CAOs)
While the presidency is the most recognizable and visible leadership position, there are
other senior-level community college administrators that contribute significantly to the vision
and mission of their colleges. This section reviews the literature on pathways of CAOs.
It has been repeatedly stated that the academic pipeline is the most common pathway to
the presidency, thus it would be prudent to study those individuals that are at the head of that
pipeline. This position has many different titles, including CAO, vice president of academic
affairs, provost, and dean of instruction. In one of the earliest national studies of community
college deans of instruction, Puyear et al. (1990) found that approximately 70% of the deans held
doctorate degrees, with a nearly equal split between PhDs and EdDs., results similar to what had
been found true of community college presidents in later studies (Amey et al, 2002; Duree &
Ebbers, 2012; McFarlin et al., 1999; Weisman & Vaughn, 2002, 2007). More than 10 years after
Puyear et al.’s (1990) study, Amey et al. (2002) conducted a comprehensive study of many
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different community college leadership positions and reported both similar and contrasting
results. Amey et al. (2002) found the percentage of CAOs holding doctorate degrees to be around
74%, only slightly higher than the results reported by Puyear et al. (1990). However, Amey et al.
(2002) found that only 40% of those held PhDs, compared with the nearly 50% split reported by
Puyear et al. (1990). Keim and Murray (2008), noting the lack of research on community college
CAOs in comparison to the amount of literature written about presidents, conducted a national
study of 300 CAOs. Similar to Puyear et al. (1990), Keim and Murray (2008) found that 70% of
the CAOs held earned doctorate degrees. However, unlike Puyear et al.’s (1990) results and
completely opposite to Amey et al.’s (2002) findings, Keim and Murray’s (2008) respondents
had a 59%-39% split of PhDs compared to EdDs. Further validation that less than three-fourths
of community college academic affairs officers have earned doctorate degrees was supplied by
Price (2012), who found that of the 102 academic affairs officers that completed her
questionnaire, 70.6% had earned a doctorate degree. However, unlike Puyear et al. (1990), Amey
et al. (2002), and Keim and Murray (2008), Price (2012) did not identify a breakdown of the
degrees between PhD and EdD.
The researchers cited above not only researched the percentage of CAOs holding
doctorate degrees, they also researched fields of study and common prior positions. In Puyear et
al.’s (1990) study, education was the most common major for the highest degree earned by the
deans of instruction, whether that highest degree was a master’s or a doctorate. Keim and Murray
(2008) found that 66% of the doctorate degrees earned by the CAOs in their national study were
in any educational field, while Price (2012) found that 18.6% of the academic affairs officers in
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her national study earned their doctorate degrees in community college leadership, with another
24.5% earning theirs in higher education administration. Puyear et al.’s (1990) data on the most
common prior position before becoming dean revealed that 29% had been division chairs, which
would be similar to a dean or associate vice president of a school within the college, such as arts
and sciences. Another 11% had previously been assistant or associate deans. Similar to those
results, Amey et al. (2002) indicated that around 51% of the CAOs surveyed had previously
served as assistant or associate CAOs, academic deans, or department chairs.
A different approach to studying instructional leaders was conducted by Brown,
Martinez, and Daniel (2002). What made their study of 131 CAOs of community colleges
different was that they only surveyed CAOs who held doctorate degrees, thus there is not a
comparable statistic to the aforementioned studies (Amey et al., 2002; Keim & Murray, 2008;
Price, 2012; Puyear et al., 1990). However, Brown et al. (2002) found that 73% of the
instructional leaders held doctorates from programs related to higher education leadership, a
much higher figure than what was reported by Price (2012). Brown et al. (2002) also included
findings based on skills these leaders felt were essential or required for their position as well as
whether or not their doctoral programs helped build those skills, the two topics that are next to be
presented.
Competencies
To be successful leaders, presidents and other high-ranking community college
administrators must have a certain skill set. Some of these skills may be innate and part of the
leader’s biological makeup. Other skills may be developed with time and effort. This section will
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describe the competencies that have been identified as required or essential for effective
leadership.
Defining Competencies
Multiple individuals would likely provide varying responses regarding their definitions of
leadership competencies. As can be seen in a review of the existing literature on leadership, there
is no one definition that exists; instead, there are multiple points of view regarding leadership
abilities, traits, knowledge, and skills.
One of the more straightforward definitions was penned by Spendlove (2007) who
defined competencies as the attitudes, knowledge, and behavior that are needed to be a
successful leader in higher education. Bassoppo-Moyo and Townsend (1997) also viewed
leadership in terms of attitudes and knowledge, along with skills, and attempted to create a list
for prospective community college administrators. Unlike past studies that they had researched,
the authors designed a survey with open-ended questions so as not to lead the respondents to
specific answers, thus allowing their research to build context from the ground up.
In a more general sense, other researchers have identified key traits or attributes that
community college leaders should possess to be effective in their positions (Bolman & Gallos,
2011; Freeman & Kochan, 2012; Hockaday & Puyear, 2000; Kubala & Bailey, 2001; Shults,
2001; Wallin, 2002). Some examples of leadership traits include integrity, confidence, courage,
persistence, passion, good judgement, adaptability, creativity, interpersonal skills, and technical
competence. In addition, there has been research conducted on the roles of community college
presidents such as that of advocate, evaluator, and negotiator (Miller & Pope, 2003).
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A similar but somewhat different approach used by some researchers is to that has been
utilized is to define the essential elements of good leadership (Wheelan, 2012). Based on her
own personal experiences, Wheelan (2012) identified 10 qualities that strong community college
leaders should possess. The first quality she mentions is laughter, which is not really a skill or
competency and does not appear in most, if not all, of the other literature on community college
leadership. Wheelan (2012) states that as a leader, “laughter is sometimes the only way to get
through some of the more ridiculous situations you’re bound to encounter” (p. 26). Another one
of her qualities that is not present in most of the literature reviewed is ambiguity, which she
relates to making decisions with little information or context. Wheelan’s (2012) other eight
qualities are fairly typical leadership skills: excellence, decision-making, ethical, respect,
support, honesty, influence, and patience. Although Wheelan (2012) has not identified skills or
competencies in the same vein as other researchers, her qualities are worth studying as part of a
human equation for leadership. It is important to not only have the technical expertise to be a
community college leader, but also to be relatable and someone that colleagues, contemporaries,
and subordinates know they can rely upon.
Communication
Regardless of the approach of definition used, there are specific leadership competencies
that have been identified by multiple researchers as being essential for effective leadership. One
such competency is the ability to communicate.
It is evident that for both community college presidents and chief academic officers,
communication is a key professional competency (Bassoppo-Mayo & Townsend, 1997; Freeman
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& Kochan, 2012; Miller & Pope, 2003; Spendlove, 2007) due to their positions atop the
organizational chart being both visible and symbolic (Eddy, 2005). For administrators to stand
out as presidential candidates, they must be able to demonstrate an ability to speak in front of
groups, for example, making presentations at regional and national conferences (Boggs, 1989;
Carillo, 2011). In addition to public speaking, nine community college presidents from New
York state interviewed by Carillo (2011) also concluded that “listening is the most important
communication skill” (p. 78). As will be discussed in more depth later, communication has been
identified by the AACC (2005) as one of the six most important competencies for community
college presidents.
Other Similarities
In addition to communication, there are other key traits and attributes that researchers
have agreed are necessary for effective leadership. Those traits and abilities mentioned in this
section directly tie in to the AACC (2005) competencies to be presented later.
It was previously mentioned that community college presidents are the symbolic roles of
the college (Eddy, 2005). Bolman and Deal (2013) and Nevarez et al. (2013) defined symbolic
leadership as a means of conveying the college’s vision to both internal and external
constituents. The role of community college presidents as symbolic leaders has further been
supported by the research of Hockaday and Puyear (2000) and Shults (2001) who identified the
ability to develop a clear vision as a critical skill.
Another role of community college presidents is that of financial steward. Financial
planning and budget management have been identified as critical skills for effective leadership in
41

both national studies (Shults, 2001) and regional studies (Wallin, 2002). Making sure that the
college is financially stable is also a key component of strategic planning which along with
organizational development is necessary to best fulfill the mission of the institution (Kubala &
Bailey, 2001). In this day and age, to have the funding necessary to employ the college’s vision
and implement those strategic plans, community college presidents must be politically savvy
(O’Farrell, 2016; Shults, 2001) which requires the development of positive relationships with
local and state political leaders (Wallin, 2002).
American Association of Community Colleges (AACC)
While the literature written about the topic of leadership competencies had identified
some clear patterns and needs, by the first decade of the Twenty-first Century, no single
document had been created that could be used as a guide or handbook for community college
leaders. To that end, in 2004 the AACC (2005) distributed a survey designed to “ensure that the
critical areas of leadership competencies required by community college professionals had been
addressed” (p. 2) to 125 community college leaders that had previously participated in the
Leading Forward summits. Based on a response rate of 76%, which is a high number as
compared to most surveys, there was unanimous consent that there were six competencies
deemed “either ‘very’ or ‘extremely’ essential to the effective performance of a community
college leader” (AACC, 2005, p. 2). Those six competencies were identified as: (a)
Organizational Strategy, (b) Resource Management, (c) Communication, (d) Collaboration, (e)
Community College Advocacy, and (f) Professionalism.
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The result of this study was a report titled Competencies for Community College Leaders
(AACC, 2005). In the years since that report was published, several researchers have
investigated the degree to which community college presidents agree that these competencies are
essential for effectively performing the duties of their positions (Boswell & Imroz, 2013; Duree
& Ebbers, 2012; McNair, 2010; McNair et al., 2011; Wallin, 2012). The results of those studies
are summarized in the following section.
AACC Competencies
Since 2005, multiple researchers have set out to confirm if the competencies of
organizational strategy, resource management, communication, collaboration, community
college advocacy, and professionalism, as defined and described by the AACC, are essential to
community college leadership positions. In most cases, the community college leaders were
surveyed or interviewed to determine their level of agreement that the competencies were, in
fact, essential. Some of those studies are reviewed and summarized in this section.
As a means for determining which competencies were essential for community college
leaders, McNair (2010) conducted a survey consisting of 31 questions to which 113 leaders from
around the state of California responded regarding which competencies were required for
effective leaders and how those competencies could be acquired. The respondents in this study
were in agreement that all six competencies were necessary for college administrators to be
effective (McNair, 2010). Similarly, in a survey of both presidents and members of respective
boards of trustees from community colleges in Florida and New York, Hassan et al. (2010)
reported overwhelming support from both groups that the six competencies identified by the
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AACC were indeed very or extremely important for successful community college leadership.
As further evidence that the six competencies are important for community college leaders,
Boswell and Imroz (2013) surveyed 57 leaders at community colleges in Pennsylvania, a sample
that consisted of presidents, vice presidents, and deans, using an adapted a survey instrument
from the aforementioned study by Hassan et al. (2010) that included 45 Likert-scaled survey
questions. Based on the mean scores for each of the competencies, the respondents clearly rated
each of the six competencies as being “very important” or “extremely important,” thus providing
further support for “the importance of the AACC’s six competencies for successful community
college leadership” (Boswell & Imroz, 2013, p. 896).
A qualitative study published by McNair and Phelan (2012) asked six community college
chief executive officers, which included five presidents and one chancellor, to reflect on how
they both acquired and developed their competencies as well as how they integrated those
competencies into their work. Each of the six leaders concurred that the AACC competencies
can provide a global framework of skills necessary for success. One president stated that “the
competencies are excellent” (McNair & Phelan, 2012, p. 90), while another noted that a
philosophical leadership foundation is provided by the competencies. When asked to identify the
competencies that were most useful in their positions, four of the presidents identified
organizational strategy as being a key competency, one identified communication as becoming
increasingly important, and another stressed that resource management was essential in the
current leadership environment (McNair & Phelan, 2012).
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In another qualitative study aimed at exploring leadership skills and attributes, Carillo
(2011) conducted interviews of nine community college presidents leading institutions within the
City University of New York and State University of New York systems. Interviews were
conducted in person using a semi-structured protocol using open-ended questions. Based on a
keyword and cluster mapping analysis, Carillo (2011) found that listening was the most
important part of communication and that communication is not effective when used in a topdown approach. Transparency and consistency were also identified as important factors of
communication. Each of the nine presidents in the study acknowledged that “collaboration was
an integral part of their jobs” (Carillo, 2011, p. 83) both internally through the use of a team
building and externally by forming relationships in the community. Advocacy was also identified
as an essential part of the daily interaction that takes place between college presidents and
“community groups, donors, funding sources, business partnerships, and legislators” (Carillo,
2011, p. 89).
While there are many studies that have researched community college presidents using
the AACC (2005) competencies as a conceptual framework, there have not been as many studies
of the academic affairs officers that generally report to the presidents. Price (2012) conducted
such a study of academic affairs officers in which they are asked to rate the importance of the six
competencies in regards to the effectiveness of their leadership within academic affairs. The 102
leaders in Price’s (2012) study identified communication followed by organizational strategy as
the most important competencies for effective academic affairs leadership. Price (2012) also
conducted a one-way ANOVA and concluded that while the resource management,
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collaboration, and professionalism competencies were “perceived as important, they are not
perceived to be as important as the leadership skills and abilities” (p. 76-77) related to the
communication, organizational strategy, and community college advocacy competencies.
While additional studies involving community college leaders have supported the
competencies developed by the AACC (2005), it is important that both researchers and leaders
understand that these competencies are not static and that reevaluation and possibly
reinterpretation is necessary as both the external and internal environments within higher
education institutions continue to change and evolve (Wallin, 2012). The report was designed to
be a living document, which would allow for modifications based on changing needs (Hassan et
al., 2010). The AACC (2005) report also suggested that leadership can be learned and that this
learning is a lifelong process. Some leaders have dynamic personalities and inherent leadership
qualities, while other current and potential leaders can develop, enhance, or improve upon the
competencies that the AACC (2005) identified as essential for successful leadership. These
leadership competencies can be developed through a combination of formal and informal
education as well as progressive job experience (Northouse, 2016). In support of the leadership
development process, multiple articles have been written that investigate how well various
programs, workshops, seminars, and grow-your-own programs have succeeded in preparing the
next generation of community college leaders (Brown et al., 2002; Freeman & Kochan, 2012;
Hammons & Miller, 2006; Hassan et al., 2010; McNair, 2010; McNair et al., 2011; Riggs, 2009).
These various types of preparations will be reviewed in the next section.
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Preparation
In the previous section, the essential competencies for effective community college
leadership were identified and validated by multiple research studies. There is, however, still a
question of how leaders are best prepared for each competency. This section will review various
preparation methods, such as doctoral programs and leadership programs.
Challenges
Strong leadership is essential for community colleges to adapt to changes within their
environments and thus remain viable. However, there is a perceived lack of well-prepared
educators ready to enter administrative levels within community colleges, creating a leadership
issue in conjunction with the larger numbers of experienced leaders (Riggs, 2009). Given this
pressure from both sides, experts in the field of community college leadership have stressed that
one of the greatest challenges facing community colleges in the new millennium is finding and
preparing new leaders who are committed to the both the mission and core values of community
colleges (Boggs, 2003; Duree & Ebbers, 2012). There are still questions, however, as to what
type of professional development would be most suited for preparing future leaders and if the
existing programs are covering the needed competencies. Thus, it is imperative for the entire
academic community to study with a critical eye what community colleges can do to improve
leadership development and ensure that they are “both professionally responsive and
academically responsible” (Hammons & Miller, 2006, p. 374).
For example, Shults (2001) reported that the respondents of a survey conducted by the
AACC cited that they were unprepared for the “overwhelming nature of the job” (p. 3),
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fundraising and budgeting, the level of politics, as well as the level of relationship building
required in the position. There was also an indication that the next generation of leaders will
need to be more entrepreneurial, more up to speed with ever-changing technologies, and be able
to develop more adaptive methods to problem solving when compared to the previous generation
(Shults, 2001). Fundraising and the ability to find alternative funding sources have been
identified as presidential challenges in other literature as well (Barwick, 2002; Boggs, 2003;
Carillo, 2011; Duree & Ebbers, 2012; Hammons & Miller, 2006; Hassan et al., 2010; McArdle,
2013; McNair et al., 2011; Wallin, 2002). As for academic affairs officers, it has been noted that
organizational strategy and resource management are areas in which they felt they were not as
prepared as compared to the other competencies such as communication and collaboration
(Price, 2012).
Doctoral Programs
As was stated in the literature on pathways, an overwhelming majority of community
college leaders hold doctorate degrees, largely in higher education leadership, and some in
programs specifically geared toward community college leadership. This section will describe
such programs as they are related to the competency of preparation.
For community college educators, earning a doctorate degree can be not only a major
stepping stone toward career advancement, but also can be a personally enriching and
transformative experience (McNair, 2015). Unfortunately, the number of doctorate degrees
awarded with a focus on community college leadership has declined significantly in recent
decades (Keim & Murray, 2008), primarily due to the shuttering of many programs dedicated to
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community college leadership (Romero, 2004; Smith, 2016). Due to this decline, community
colleges have been finding that the pools of qualified presidents and CAOs are also shrinking. As
such, both Keim and Murray (2008) and McNair (2010) highlighted a 2005 California law that
allows for California State University to offer independent doctoral programs focused on
community college leadership. With the law’s passage, it was expected that the number of
doctorally prepared presidents would further increase, in turn increasing the pool of potential
leaders. Based on the results of their survey of community college presidents, McFarlin et al.
(1999) recommended that graduate programs, such as those offered in California with curricula
designed to prepare community college leaders, should require or provide the following: research
and scholarly writing; peer networking and mentorship opportunities; technology training; and
preparation for becoming a change agent. It is important to note that while McFarlin et al.’s
(1999) research did present useful guidelines for what could be included in doctoral programs,
the study is dated and much has changed in the nearly two decades that have followed. Hence,
there is a need to research more recent studies to gain a better understanding on what should be
included in doctoral coursework.
Much has been written about the need for doctoral programs to include coursework and
preparation related to key leadership competencies (Brown et al., 2002; Duree & Ebbers, 2012;
Freeman & Kochan, 2012; Hammons & Miller, 2006; McNair, 2010; McNair et al., 2011;
McNair & Phelan, 2012). However, are the existing doctoral programs properly preparing the
next generation of leaders? Li, Friedel, and Rusche (2011), based on the results of their study,
concluded that there appears to be a lack of practical relevance in doctoral leadership programs
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and that the coursework is disconnected from what community college leadership actually
practices. Another study conducted by Brown et al. (2002) revealed a congruence between those
skills that were identified as either necessary or at least recommended for inclusion in doctoral
programs, however the respondents also identified 31 of the 48 skills/areas of expertise that were
considered to be underemphasized in their doctoral programs of study. Hammons and Miller
(2006) asked leaders to assess what they felt were the strengths and weaknesses of their
respective programs. Recurrent themes were mixed, as some identified the integration of actual
experiences as a plus, while others identified excessive emphasis on theory over practice as a
minus. Some respondents had strong cohort scheduling, while others experienced a lack of
scheduling for working adults. Also, the respondents felt that the faculty needed to adjust the
curriculum based on the changing needs of community colleges, most notably in the areas of
technology, diversity, and fundraising/budgeting (Hammons & Miller, 2006). Respondents in the
study conducted by McNair et al. (2011) identified issues related to the resource management
competency – most notably finance, fundraising and budgeting – as the largest gaps in their
preparation. Other commonly identified gaps were related to working with board members,
understanding the politics of the position – especially in regard to state legislatures – and the
timing of their advancement to the presidency (McNair et al., 2011), all of which relate to
governance and policy.
Leadership Development Activities
The literature reviewed thus far presents evidence that community college leaders are in
agreement that doctorate degrees do not provide all the preparation needed for administrators to
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be successful in their positions. It has been suggested that other activities geared toward
leadership development should be used to augment the knowledge acquired through degree
programs (Hull & Keim, 2007).
One such activity could be an implementation of onsite programs designed with a
curriculum focused on those skills that have been identified as underemphasized in doctoral
coursework (Brown et al., 2002). The presidents in McNair and Phelan’s (2012) qualitative study
uniformly agreed on the importance of completing a doctorate degree as a means for developing
critical skills, however, they also stated that other activities such as mentoring, peer networks,
practical experience, and continued professional development are just as essential, a viewpoint
that is consistent with other literature (Ebbers, Conover, & Samuels, 2010; Jones & Warnick,
2012; McArdle, 2013; McFarlin et al., 1999; McNair, 2010; McNair et al., 2011; Shults, 2001).
If other activities are essential for the development of community college leadership
competencies, what form should those activities take? These could include, but not be limited to,
programs such as leadership institutes, grow-your-own programs hosted within the colleges
themselves, institutes run by professional organizations, and programs housed at nearby
universities (Friedel, 2010). These types of professional development opportunities can exist at
many different levels, ranging from local to national, for aspiring leaders to attend workshops
and seminars that focus on either administrative competencies or leadership construction (Amey,
2004). For example, options such as the League for Innovation in the Community College’s
Executive Leadership Institute, doctoral programs in community college leadership, and
networking are all sources of leadership preparation (Eddy, 2005).
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Professional development, either through short-term leadership programs, seminars, or
workshops, or through formal degree programs in higher education leadership, must be made
more readily available to a larger pool of potential leaders (Shults, 2001). More financial support
for travel to regional and national conferences as well as financial support and release time for
completing doctorate degrees in educational leadership should be offered to faculty and staff
wanting to hone their leadership expertise (Riggs, 2009). Educators must also recognize the
importance of creating a culture within their institutions that places high values on innovation
and transformation, thus allowing all employees at the college to be change agents (Riggs, 2009).
While outside opportunities for professional development do exist, the best action for
developing new leaders may be for individual colleges to create and offer their own leadership
development programs to their employees (Boggs, 2003). In doing so, community colleges can
preserve their ‘mission and values’ and prepare their faculty and staff to be the next generation of
effective leaders. Many institutions already have the tools needed to develop leadership pipelines
based on the experiences of those already in leadership positions on campus (Boerner, 2015;
Miller & Pope, 2003). In fact, Hull and Keim (2007) reported that approximately 70% of the 286
community college presidents they surveyed believed that there was a need to expand in-house
development programs. All of these conclusions and suggestions coincide with other research
regarding internal labor markets (Twombly, 1987) and internal pathways toward senior
leadership (ACE, 2008; Weisman & Vaughn, 2002, 2007).
Existing literature on this topic has also revealed that much of what successful leaders
can learn may be gained through the job duties of current and previous positions. Internal
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development activities that can be accomplished on the job – networking with colleagues and
progressively challenging job assignments, for example – can have more of an effect on
leadership development than external experiences such as workshops and seminars (Hassan et
al., 2010). This idea is further supported by Boswell and Imroz (2013) who reported that
progressive job responsibilities, challenging job assignments, feedback, and networking all made
positive contributions to the development of the core competencies. Based on her interviews of
community college presidents, Carillo (2011) concluded that prior experience in educational
positions leading up to the presidency have the most impact on leadership preparation, an idea
supported by McNair (2010), who concluded that on-job training, mentoring, and professional
development are the best ways to acquire the AACC core competencies. Mentoring as a key
form of leadership development has been echoed by Ebbers et al. (2010), Hull and Keim (2007),
McNair (2015), and Shults (2001). However, as Carillo (2011) stated, mentoring is not only a
key component of presidential preparation, but also should be included as part of graduate
programs in educational administration. Mentoring can also be a valuable tool for developing
community college advocacy, which has been regarded as a very important competency but has
not always been a strong focus of leadership development (Boswell & Imroz, 2013; Hassan et
al., 2010).
As has been stated, mentoring and networking can be used, possibly in conjunction with
internal grow-your-own programs, to develop the leadership skills in employees who are already
familiar with the institution and community college system. Such programs can also be useful in
succession planning, which is one possible solution for developing a stronger pool of leadership
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candidates (ACE, 2008; Boerner, 2015; Ebbers et al., 2010; Goings, 2016). Succession plans
with a focus on performance, preparation, and potential (Ebbers et al., 2010) can be used to set
up a process in which an internal candidate – one who is already well versed in the history,
culture, values, and organizational processes of the institution – can step into the role of
president and need little institutional transition time. Such plans can be used in cases of
permanent change (e.g., when a president does retire, resign, or is removed from office) or in
short-term cases such as illness, temporary leave, or presidential sabbatical (Bornstein, 2010).
For succession plans to be most effective, they should be designed as guides for aspiring leaders
to develop their skillsets as their careers progress from lower-level leadership positions through
mid-level administration positions toward an executive leadership position (Riggs, 2009). While
succession planning may not yet be as common in community colleges (Jones & Warnick, 2012;
Keim & Murray, 2008), it does appear that the number of institutions recognizing the need to
invest in more internal leadership development opportunities has increased (Jones & Warnick,
2012). In order to reverse the damage done by years of poor succession planning, it is important
for internal programs to develop qualified candidates that can compete with external candidates
for leadership positions (Boerner, 2015).
Leadership Frames and Styles
Not only has the research on community college leadership focused on competencies,
knowledge, skills, and preparations, but also on leadership frames and styles. In Chapter One,
two theoretical frameworks were presented: leadership frames by Bolman and Deal (2013) and
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community college leadership theories by Nevarez et al. (2013). The literature reviewed in this
section will relate to those two theories.
Barwick (2002) wrote that a collaborative style was being sought by many boards and
that aspiring applicants must be able to demonstrate the capability to shift between collaboration
and authoritativeness as dictated by the particular situation. In a qualitative study of nine
community college presidents, Eddy (2005) reported that the interviewees identified visionary,
charismatic, and servant leadership styles as being successful in their presidencies. While none
of these leadership styles directly match those described by Bolman and Deal (2013) or Nevarez
et al. (2013), they do overlap somewhat with the symbolic and transformational leadership styles.
Roueche (1988) published an article that described transformational leadership as being
the key style for community college leaders, a framework that was also used by Duree and
Ebbers (2012) in their research. Transformational leadership also was identified as the primary
style of leadership employed by the leaders of Palm Beach State College (Basiratmand, 2013)
and Northwestern Florida State College (Hagen, 2012) as the two colleges transformed from
strictly two-year colleges to state colleges that offered baccalaureate degrees. However, after the
change at Northwestern Florida State College, Hagen (2012) stated that a “bureaucratic or
rational decision-making model [was] proposed by college administrators” (p. 149), a reality that
would coincide with Nevarez et al.’s (2013) theory that adherence to the bureaucratic model of
leadership is more critical for community colleges in the current environment of heightened
accountability along with more public scrutiny. Unfortunately, there does not appear to be any
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published evidence that Northwestern Florida State College did, in fact, change over to a more
bureaucratic leadership model, so this theory cannot be corroborated.
In her study of community college presidents, McArdle (2013) found that the symbolic
and political frames, as defined by Bolman and Deal (2013), were the central frames identified in
the presidents’ narrative statements. Symbolic leadership was also identified by Freeman and
Kochan (2012) as one of the key roles of community college presidents. However, the results of
O’Farrell’s (2016) study of retired presidents from the Florida College System clearly revealed
that political leadership is crucial for the next generation of leaders. The former presidents that
were interviewed expressed their perceptions of a noticeable shift having occurred in both the
volume and intensity of intervention from politicians on the state level, so much so that the role
of the presidency had become focused more on the external environment (O’Farrell, 2016). The
challenge for community college leadership is to recognize that colleges are political institutions
where politics are involved in every situation, and that a successful leader must be able to
leverage those political realities to their benefit (Bolman & Gallos, 2011).
The retired presidents in O’Farrell’s (2016) study also identified resource management as
vitally important as a leadership competency and indicated that successful presidents must be
unified in their understanding of the changing missions of community and state colleges and
advocate for the system as a whole. These attitudes coincide with Bolman and Deal’s (2013)
political frame as well as Nevarez et al.’s (2013) political leadership style, both of which call for
political leaders to use coalitions to advocate for additional resources, special interests, and
positive change. Based on the research presented by Hagen (2012), McArdle (2013), and
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especially O’Farrell (2016), it would appear that political leadership can best be employed as a
means of developing the AACC (2005) competencies of resource management and community
college advocacy.
Summary
The literature has been fairly robust in revealing the educational and work experience
pathways that presidents, and chief academic officers, have taken to reach their positions.
Overwhelmingly, the administrators in these positions have held doctorate degrees, with a large
number of those degrees having been earned in areas of higher education or community college
leadership. However, there appears to have been very few major studies of community college
presidential pathways conducted since around 2008. At that time, a large number of presidents
and CAOs were set to retire from those roles. Thus, it would be important for new research to
reveal whether the current wave of administrators took similar pathways toward their positions,
or if there have been changes in this area over the past decade.
Since the AACC (2005) report was written, there has been fairly universal agreement that
the six main leadership competencies are extremely important for community college leaders.
These have been validated time and time again in the literature. There also has been an ample
quantity of literature produced regarding the methods and effectiveness of doctoral programs,
regional and national seminars and workshops, grow-your-own programs, mentoring, and
networking on the preparation of the AACC leadership competencies. While there do not appear
to be any gaps in this literature, it is important for it the literature to be maintained and replicated
with various groups of presidents and other community college leaders from across the nation to
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ensure that the competencies are in fact still relevant for today’s leadership and that the programs
being offered are properly preparing leaders for their future roles as community college
presidents.
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CHAPTER THREE: METHODOLOGY
Introduction
The purpose of this study was to examine the experiences of current presidents and chief
academic officers of community colleges with a focus on pathways, competencies, and
preparation. Demographic data was collected to determine the career pathways that led these
leaders to their current positions. As discussed in Chapter Two, the American Association of
Community Colleges created a structural framework for leadership that allows for the most
essential skills and abilities to be grouped within six main competencies: (a) Organizational
Strategy, (b) Resource Management, (c) Communication, (d) Collaboration, (e) Community
College Advocacy, and (f) Professionalism. These six leadership competencies should be fairly
universal and understood by community college leaders without the need for extensive
definitions, descriptions, or explanations. Thus, the leaders were surveyed to determine the
extent to which they agreed that those competencies are essential to their positions as well as the
level to which they agreed that they were properly prepared for each competency. The leaders
were also asked to identify the method of preparation that they agreed was the best preparation
for each competency from a list that included such choices as doctoral programs and other
professional development programs. Lastly, statistical analysis was used to make comparisons
between the presidents and chief academic officers.
Based on the purpose and objective of this study, the following research questions were
addressed and answered:
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RQ1: What is the relationship between the competencies and the preparation levels for
those competencies for community college presidents and chief academic
officers?
RQ2: What differences, if any, are there between community college presidents and
chief academic officers related to essential competencies and preparation?
Population and Setting
Considering that the intended audience of readers for this study consists of both current
and prospective community college leaders – namely presidents and chief academic officers –
the ideal population of study was all community college presidents and CAOs. However, for
practical purposes, the research focused on the current presidents and CAOs serving at
institutions within eight southeastern states: Alabama, Florida, Georgia, Mississippi, North
Carolina, South Carolina, Tennessee, and Virginia.
All eight states are part of the Southern Association of Colleges and Schools (SACS)
which is one of six regional accreditation organizations in the United States. One major reason
for the selection of these states was the proximity to the primary researcher’s home state of
Florida. The two-year college systems in these states have a comparable mix of colleges in urban
and rural settings. The colleges within these states also share common missions and challenges,
such as allowing colleges to award baccalaureate degrees in addition to the traditional associate
degrees and the requirement to meet the same accreditation standards in relation to curricula
offerings and faculty credentialing. There are three additional states that are members of SACS:
Kentucky, Louisiana, and Texas. They were intentionally excluded from the study to achieve the
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desired sample size as well as to account for structural differences. For example, Texas was
excluded from the sample because some of the colleges in that state are part of systems, as
opposed to branch campuses, and are overseen by a chancellor rather than individual college
presidents.
There were 209 publicly funded, comprehensive community, technical, and state colleges
within the eight states chosen for this study, thus 418 individual leadership positions were
considered to be part of the intended target group. The names and contact information for each of
the leaders in the target group were obtained from each system’s website, from the individual
institutional directories, or by investigating each individual college’s organizational chart and/or
college catalog.
Research Design and Rationale
A quantitative research design was ideal for answering the research questions as they
have been presented. Quantitative research is a method used to collect numerical data to test
objective theories or establish an objective reality (Creswell, 2014; Gall, Gall, & Borg, 1999) by
“examining the relationship between variables” (Creswell, 2014, p. 4) through the use of
statistical analysis (Gall et al., 1999). Furthermore, the design of this research was not
experimental in nature, thus the use of a survey instrument or questionnaire was the most
appropriate method for gathering data. Survey research, as defined by Gall et al. (1999),
“involves collecting information about research participant’s beliefs, attitudes, interests, or
behavior through questionnaires” (p. 533). An advantage to using survey research is that
inferences can be drawn about an entire population while only collecting data from a smaller
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sample of that population (Rea & Parker, 1997). A well-designed survey will generate data in
such a way that the results can easily be quantified and analyzed using statistical analysis
software (Rea & Parker, 1997).
This study examined the pathways, competencies, and preparation of community college
presidents and chief academic officers. Descriptive statistics were used to identify trends in
pathways and to make comparisons between leadership groups. Furthermore, a correlational
statistic was used to create a mathematical description and measurement of the association
between competency importance and effective preparation (Nardi, 2006). Lastly, a modified
form of quantitative design called causal-comparative research (Gall et al., 1999) was used to
compare the results obtained from the presidents to those results obtained from the CAOs.
Background research conducted by the primary investigator focused on three aspects of
community college leadership: education, experience, and competencies. Education included the
type of degree, including delineations of Ph.D. and Ed.D., as well as the major field of study.
Experience then included years in higher education and the type of positions held prior to current
positions. For the purposes of this study, those two aspects were combined to form the pathways
component. Based on the emphasis stressed by the primary investigator and the research
discussed in Chapter Two, the first part of the descriptive analysis was formed to create a profile
of leadership pathways. The questionnaire included demographic variables such as age, gender,
and years in current position, which were used to form a trend analysis with existing research, as
well as categorical questions on degree, field of study, and past positions.
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The third element of that initial research – competencies – focused almost entirely on the
AACC competencies. Since those competencies were first published more than 10 years ago, the
second part of the descriptive analysis and the foundation for Research Question One were
formed to determine the continued relevance in the eyes of current leaders. Published research on
these competencies revealed that how leaders were prepared for each competency was nearly as
equally important as their essentialness. Thus, the third part of the descriptive analysis was
constructed to study those preparations. To then be able to find correlation between essentialness
and preparation, which is Research Question One, it was essential that the variables in parts two
and three of the descriptive analysis had to produce quantitative values, either using an ordinal or
interval scale. Hence the wording of the “extent” to which the leaders agreed with each statement
which allowed for a Likert-type scale to be utilized.
Lastly, the primary reason for including both presidents and chief academic officers,
rather than one or the other, was the interest that the primary investigator had in both positions as
possible career goals. There is also the hypothesis that the role of president is much more
political in nature, thus the Resource Management competency may be viewed by the presidents
as being more essential when compared to the chief academic officers. On the other hand, the
CAOs may view Communication and Collaboration as more essential given their role with
faculty and students. Research Question Two was included to test for those differences.
Instrumentation
A survey instrument was designed to solicit responses that answer the research questions
regarding the pathways, competencies, and preparation of presidents and chief academic officers.
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Every question resulted in an answer that was either numerical or categorical in nature, thus a
quantitative study through the use of a questionnaire was most appropriate. Demographic
questions obtained basic information and identified the pathways taken by each individual to get
to their current positions. The competencies and preparation questions were arranged by the six
main competency areas: Organizational Strategy, Resource Management, Communication,
Collaboration, Community College Advocacy, and Professionalism (AACC, 2005). For each
competency, respondents were presented with three questions to be answered.
A copy of the complete survey instrument is included in Appendix A. The first question
prompted respondent to identify the extent to which they agreed that the competency is essential
for community college leadership. Respondents answered using a Likert scale (e.g. “strongly
disagree” to “strongly agree”). The second question prompted respondents to identify the extent
to which they agreed that they were well prepared for that competency and again the answer was
based on a Likert scale. The third question prompted respondents to identify, from a list of
choices, the method of preparation (e.g. doctoral program, leadership seminars, mentoring, etc.)
that they agreed was the best preparation method for that competency.
While the concept behind this study was influenced by other studies identified in Chapter
Two, the survey instrument itself was an original design. It was advantageous to use closedended questions to create uniformity and ease in the transferring of data to an analysis software
package (Fowler, 2014; Rea & Parker, 1997). However, for certain demographic questions such
as age of the respondent and program of study, an open-ended format was required. It was
originally intended for the questions to be presented all at one time, as opposed to on separate
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pages. An advantage to using this approach would have been that respondents were more likely
to make an informed decision whether or not to complete the study by being able to preview the
entire questionnaire from the beginning (Dillman, Smyth, & Christian, 2014; Rea & Parker,
1997). However, in order for the respondents to complete the survey in multiple sittings, the help
files within the software package, Qualtrics, suggested that the questions be presented one
question at a time with a progress bar included at the top of the screen. Therefore, the questions
were presented in a screen-by-screen format.
The questionnaire was self-administered; thus, it was important to limit the number and
type of instructions being used to explain the questions (Fowler, 2014). It was also advisable to
place related questions together so that respondents could focus on specific issues without
distraction (Rea & Parker, 1997). To that end, the six competencies were grouped together with
one instruction sentence for each of the three variables: essential, preparation, and method of
preparation. Also, by placing the competencies in the same order in the questionnaire as they
were presented in the AACC (2005) report, respondents had the option of either answering the
questions in the order they were presented, or they could focus on one competency at a time and
answer the three parts accordingly, while still having the ability to return to prior questions as
needed (Dillman et al., 2014). Grouping the questions in this manner also minimized the length
of the questionnaire, thus increasing the chance that a respondent participated in the study (Rea
& Parker, 1997).
Dillman et al. (2014) also suggested that respondents should be allowed to complete the
survey in more than one sitting. The questionnaire itself was less than 20 questions, thus making
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it more than likely that respondents could complete the entire questionnaire with a single login.
However, the primary researcher recognized the fact that the respondents had many
responsibilities in their roles as community college presidents and CAOs, thus their time is
tightly scheduled and valuable. By providing each respondent with the ability to complete the
survey in multiple sittings, the chances of survey completion increased (Dillman et al., 2014).
Each potential respondent was assigned a unique access number that allowed them to re-enter the
questionnaire at a later time if needed. An added benefit to this approach was that the primary
researcher was able to track completion so as not to continually contact respondents who had
already completed the survey (Dillman et al., 2014).
Pilot Study
With the target group of this study having been so narrowly defined to include as many
respondents from the eight states as possible, a pilot study was not really feasible. The survey
instrument was sent to a group of doctoral students in education as a test instrument to identify
any issues. In addition, a panel of experts in the field of higher education leadership reviewed the
survey instrument and provided feedback regarding its construction. This panel did suggest
changes to the questionnaire design and the dissertation committee made the decision regarding
the design and approved the instrument to be submitted to the Institutional Review Board (IRB)
for use in the final study.
Reliability and Validity
When creating a survey questionnaire, it was important for the researcher to know if the
survey results would be replicated if given to the same sample of respondents under the same
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conditions at a different point in time. In a cross-sectional study such as this one, where a single
questionnaire was given to each respondent on only one occasion (Creswell, 2014), it was
important for there to be item homogeneity, or consistency between the scores on each question.
Cronbach’s alpha coefficient is able to estimate the consistency of a single test and provide a
measure of reliability without the need for either parallel versions or repeated testing (Shavelson,
2002). This coefficient is also able to estimate “the proportion of test variance attributable to
common factors among items” (Cronbach, 1951, p. 331).
Once the questionnaires were completed and analyzed, a reliability analysis using SPSS
was conducted on the questions that measured the extent to which the respondents agreed that
the competencies are essential. A separate reliability analysis was also conducted on the
questions that measured the extent to which the respondents agreed that they were prepared. A
review of the corrected item-total correlations was performed and it was determined that it was
not necessary to remove any individual questions in an effort to increase the overall reliability.
It is also important for the scores obtained from a survey instrument to exhibit validity
since an absence of validity would cause the measured results and any conclusions drawn
thereafter to be meaningless (Hubley & Zumbo, 1996). According to Creswell (2014), there are
three traditional forms of validity in quantitative research. The first is content validity which
essentially determines whether the items themselves measure what they were designed and
meant to measure (Creswell, 2014; Gall et al., 1999). For example, suppose that the director of a
tutoring center needed to hire an algebra tutor. The director administers a test to all applicants to
determine their knowledge of algebra with the highest score being ideal. Unfortunately, more
67

than half of the questions on the assessment were from the areas of geometry and trigonometry.
The items on the assessment did not, in fact, measure each applicant’s knowledge of algebra, and
therefore the instrument would exhibit low content validity. For the purpose of this study, it was
important to word each question in such a way as to measure what it was intended to measure. A
review of the survey instrument determined that its content was relevant to what was being
measured (Hubley & Zumbo, 1996).
A second form of validity is predictive or concurrent validity, which measures whether
the results correlate with previous and future results from a similar study and if the scores can be
used to predict a specific criterion or measure (Creswell, 2014; Gall et al., 1999). For the
purposes of this study, it was not necessary to measure predictive or concurrent validity since the
leaders being surveyed were not concurrently being measured on another scale, nor were their
job performances being considered, and they were not expected to be included in any type of
follow-up study in which the results would be correlated with the results of this study.
The third type of validity identified by Creswell (2014), construct validity, determines the
degree to which the survey instrument as a whole accurately measures the concept that it was
designed to measure. Hubley and Zumbo (1996) state that construct validity determines the
trustworthiness of the interpretations made from the scores of the instrument accounting for both
the measure’s performance and its relationship with other variables. The key to determining
construct validity is to have an accumulation of evidence such as correlation coefficients, factor
analysis, and testing for differences between groups (Brown, 2000). As is explained later under
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Statistical Analysis, to answer the research questions that were posed, multiple tests were run
that aided in validating the construct.
It is also important to mention external validity, which measures the generalizability of
the study results beyond those individuals included in the study (Gall et al., 1999). The target
population for this study was all presidents and CAOs of public community colleges, technical
colleges, and state colleges engaged primarily in conferring two-year degrees. Thus, the results
from this study can only be applied to individuals within that population, which excludes
presidents and CAOS from other types of higher-education institutions such as universities, fouryear colleges, private colleges, and for-profit colleges.
Independent Variables
In this study, each respondent was asked to identify specific demographic characteristics
that were used either as grouping variables or simply as descriptive variables. To start, each
respondent was asked to identify his or her current position which was used to group the
respondents for a comparative analysis that answered Research Question Two: “What
differences, if any, are there between community college presidents and chief academic officers
related to essential competencies and preparation?” Demographic variables included age, gender,
and years in current position, all of which were used to generate summary statistics. To form the
descriptive profile of career pathways for community college presidents and CAOs, respondents
were asked to identify their highest earned degrees, the major/field for those degrees, and the
most immediate prior positions they held before becoming president or CAO. The operational
definitions for each of the independent variables are as follows:
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Age: the age, measured in years, of the respondent of the questionnaire.



Current Position: the current position (president or chief academic officer) of the
respondent of the questionnaire.



Expect to Retire: a general timeframe of when the respondent of the questionnaire
expects to retire from his/her current position



Gender: the gender as identified by the respondent of the questionnaire.



Highest Earned Degree: the highest degree (bachelor’s, master’s, Ph.D., Ed.D., other
professional degree) earned by the respondent at the time of the questionnaire.



Major/Field: the major or field of study for the highest earned degree earned by the
respondent of the questionnaire.



Prior Position: the most immediate position held prior to becoming president or chief
academic officer as identified on the questionnaire.



Years in Current Position: the number of years in the current position of the respondent
of the questionnaire.

Dependent Variables
In this study, the main focus was the AACC competencies: (a) Organizational Strategy,
(b) Resource Management, (c) Communication, (d) Collaboration, (e) Community College
Advocacy, and (f) Professionalism. For each of these competencies, the respondents were asked
to identify the extent to which they agreed that the competency is essential to their leadership
positions, the extent to which they agreed that they were prepared before assuming their current
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positions, and the method of preparation that they agreed were most effective for that
competency. The operational definitions for each of the dependent variables are as follows:


Essential: the extent, based on the following Likert scale, to which the respondent agrees
that the individual competency is essential to their leadership position.
1 = Strongly Disagree
2 = Disagree
3 = Neither Agree nor Disagree
4 = Agree
5 = Strongly Agree



Method: the best method of preparation (Doctoral Studies, “Grow-Your-Own” Programs,
Leadership Workshops/Seminars/Institutes, Mentoring, On-the-Job Experiences) for each
individual competency as identified by the respondent of the questionnaire.



Prepared: the extent, based on the following Likert scale, to which the respondent agrees
that they were prepared for the individual competency before assuming their current
position.
1 = Strongly Disagree
2 = Disagree
3 = Neither Agree nor Disagree
4 = Agree
5 = Strongly Agree
Statistical Analysis
A mix of descriptive statistics and inferential statistical methods were employed to

complete a quantitative analysis of the data that was then used to answer each of the research
questions as presented. Demographic characteristics such as age and number of years in current
position were both ratio levels of measurement, therefore they were summarized using the mean
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or average (Triola, 2013) whereas relative frequencies or percentages were used to describe the
breakdown by gender (Gall et al., 1999). These averages were then compared to those identified
in previous literature so that any trends that may exist could be identified. The procedures
described below were then used to complete a descriptive analysis and to answer each of the
research questions.
Descriptive Analysis Part One
What descriptive statistics form the profile of career pathways for community college
presidents and chief academic officers? Most of the information regarding pathway profiles was
demographic in nature; therefore, descriptive statistics were used. Relative frequencies or
proportions were calculated for the variables of Highest Earned Degree, Major/Field, and Prior
Position since these were simply categorical variables with no rankings (Gall et al., 1999). To
identify any possible trends or significant changes in the percentages of leaders holding doctoral
degrees and the percentage of degrees in specific fields of studies, line charts were created and
hypothesis tests involving proportions were performed (Triola, 2013). The null hypothesis was
that there was not a statistically significant difference in the percentages between years and the
alternative hypothesis was that there was a statistically significant difference. Refer to Figure 2
for the alignment of survey questions to Descriptive Analysis Part One.
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Research Question
Demographic Questions

Descriptive Analysis Part 1

Descriptive Analysis Part 2

Descriptive Analysis Part 3

RQ1. What is the relationship
between the competencies and the
preparation levels for those
competencies for community college
presidents and chief academic
officers?
RQ2. What differences, if any, are
there between community college
presidents and chief academic
officers related to essential
competencies and preparation?

Data Collection

Data Analysis

SQ8: What is your gender?
SQ9: What is your age?
SQ10: About how many years have
you been in your current position?
SQ11: When do you expect to retire
from your current position?
SQ2: What is the highest degree you
have earned?
SQ3: In what field/major was your
highest earned degree?
SQ4: What position did you hold
immediately before becoming
President or Chief Academic
Officer?
SQ5: For each competency listed
below, indicate the extent to which
you agree that competency
is essential for your leadership
position.

 Proportions for Gender
 Hypothesis Test for Proportions
 Average for Age and Years in
Position
 Two-Sample T-test

SQ6: For each competency listed
below, indicate the extent to which
you agree that you
were prepared for that competency
before assuming your current
position.
SQ7: For each of the following
competencies, what method of
preparation would you agree is
the best preparation for that
competency?
SQ5 and SQ6

Control Variable – SQ1: What is
your current leadership position?
SQ5 and SQ6

Figure 2: Alignment of research questions and survey questions
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 Descriptive Statistics
(proportions)
 Pie Charts
 Hypothesis Tests for
Proportions

 Descriptive Statistics
(Proportion, Mean, Median,
Standard Deviation)
 Bar Chart
 Friedman Test
 Wilcoxon Signed-Ranks Test
 Descriptive Statistics
(Proportion, Mean, Median,
Standard Deviation)
 Bar Chart
 Friedman Test
 Wilcoxon Signed-Ranks Test

 Scatterplot
 Spearman Rank Order
Correlation

 Mann-Whitney U Test

Descriptive Analysis Part Two
To what extent do community college presidents and chief academic officers agree that
the AACC competencies are essential for their positions? Based on an ordinal level of
measurement, descriptive statistics were used to summarize the extent to which the respondents
agreed that specific competencies are essential for their leadership positions. The mean, median,
and standard deviation were calculated and used to summarize the levels of agreement (Gall et
al., 1999). The expectation was that there would be high levels of agreement for all six
competencies and that the Communication and Resource Management may have the highest
mean scores. Nonparametric tests were conducted to identify any differences between levels of
agreement. Refer to Figure 2 for the alignment of survey questions to Descriptive Analysis Part
Two.
Descriptive Analysis Part Three
To what extent do community college presidents and chief academic officers agree that
they were prepared for each competency? Based on an ordinal level of measurement, descriptive
statistics were used to summarize the extent to which the respondents agreed that they were
prepared for those competencies. The mean, median, and standard deviation were calculated and
used to summarize the levels of agreement (Gall et al., 1999). The expectation was that Resource
Management may have the lowest mean score of the six competencies. Nonparametric tests were
conducted to identify any differences between levels of agreement. Also, to identify the most
common forms of preparation for developing competencies, respondents were asked to identify,
from a list of choices, the method of preparation they agreed were the best preparation for each
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competency. Given that this variable is at the nominal or categorical level of measurement,
relative frequencies as measured by percentages were used to identify the most common
method(s) of preparation for each competency (Gall et al., 1999). The resulting data are
presented in both tabular and graphical form. There were no specific expectations as to which
form or preparation would be most favored for each of the six competencies. Refer to Figure 2
for the alignment of survey questions to Descriptive Analysis Part Three.
Research Questions
Research Question One: What is the relationship between the competencies and the
preparation levels for those competencies for community college presidents and chief academic
officers? The intent of this question was to determine if a statistical relationship exists between
the level to which leaders agreed that specific competencies are essential and the level to which
they agreed that they were prepared for that competency. Scatterplots were constructed as visual
representations of any potential statistical relationship between the Essential and Prepared
variables (Gall et al., 1999). With both variables using ordinal levels of measurement based on
the Likert-scale responses, it was most appropriate to use a Spearman Rank Order Correlation
analysis to determine if such a relationship existed (Nardi, 2006). The null hypothesis was that
there was not a statistically significant relationship between the Essential and Prepared variables
and the alternative hypothesis was that a statistically significant relationship did exist. Refer to
Figure 2 for the alignment of survey questions to Research Question One.
Research Question Two: What differences, if any, are there between community college
presidents and chief academic officers related to essential competencies and preparation? The
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purpose of this question was to determine if there are potential differences in the responses
between presidents and chief academic officers for each of the six competencies. Thus, there
were twelve comparisons to be made: one for each of the competencies based on the Essential
variable and one for each of the competencies based on the Prepared variable. Since these two
variables are both ordinal levels of measurement, a Mann-Whitney U-test was performed (Gall et
al., 1999) for each of the twelve comparisons using Current Position as the grouping variable.
The null hypothesis was that there was no statistical difference between the presidents and chief
academic officers for each of the competencies and the alternative hypothesis was that there was
a statistically significant difference between the two groups. Refer to Figure 2 for the alignment
of survey questions to Research Question Two.
Data Collection
The survey instrument was developed as an online instrument and distributed over the
Internet. It was important for respondents to trust that the questionnaire served a legitimate
research purpose, thus Qualtrics, a well-known internet survey tool, was used for administering
the questionnaire. Using Qualtrics also ensured that the data collected has been stored in a secure
environment.
Using the Tailored Design Method (Dillman et al., 2014), potential respondents were
contacted via an initial letter and multiple emails. The initial email (refer to Appendix C) was
sent through via Qualtrics to each of the community college leaders identified as part of the study
population. The letter explained the purpose of the study, the rationale for the respondent’s
inclusion in the study, and an appropriate link to the survey itself. Additionally, a letter (refer to
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Appendix B) was sent to each individual with similar information in addition to contact
information for the principal investigator and the survey administrator.
Quite a few recipients of the letter contacted the primary investigator stating that the
initial email had not been received. The investigator discovered that email servers at some
institutions had identified the emails sent from Qualtrics as spam, thus blocking their receipt,
plus other email addresses were not valid. As such, an additional email (refer to Appendix D)
was crafted and sent directly from the primary investigator’s email account with new personal
links created for each potential respondent. These emails were sent 12 days after the initial email
had been sent.
The original plan was for a final reminder email to be sent at least one week before the
survey deadline to encourage additional completion of the survey. However, due to Hurricane
Irma (September 10, 2017) which caused widespread power and internet outages, devastation,
and campus closures in the southeast, including at the primary investigator’s institution, the final
reminder email (refer to Appendix E) was not sent out until two days before the survey deadline.
In total, the survey was open for 36 days.
All data collected from the survey was compiled in both Excel and SPSS for data
analysis. Ideally, based on what has been exhibited in other studies cited in the literature review,
the expected response rate for this study was between 17% and 38% (Duree, 2007; Phillippe,
2016; Price, 2012; Schmitz, 2008). In total, 414 college leaders were identified by name and
received an email and/or letter inviting them to participate. Of those, 145 completed the survey
resulting in an overall response rate of 35%, which was comparable to the expected response rate
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indicated above. There were responses from presidents and chief academic officers from all eight
states included in the study and the percentage of responses by state were fairly proportional.
There was also a nearly equal split of responses from both leadership groups, and both totals
were well over the ideal statistical minimum of 30 (Triola, 2013). Based on the distribution of
responses, nonresponse bias was not suspected and it can be assumed that any missing responses
are completely at random. Therefore, the response rate being below 50% should not negatively
affect the estimates and the respondents can be considered a representative sample (Fowler,
2014; Lohr, 1999).
In statistical research, if the item nonresponse rate is less than five percent, there is
minimal potential for estimate distortion and thus the statistics calculated from the actual
responses should be sufficient (Fowler, 2014). If the item nonresponse rate is high, then
imputation may be employed to improve the estimates (Fowler, 2014). In this survey, there were
no items with required responses to which the percentage of nonresponses was less than five
percent, thus no additional tasks needed to be performed. Non-personal identifiers were assigned
only as a means for determining survey completion and will be destroyed in accordance to IRB
guidelines.
IRB Process
When conducting research involving human participants, it is required that investigators
protect each subject’s rights and welfare. To be approved for such research at the University of
Central Florida, the primary investigator completed the steps outlined below.
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First, the primary investigator obtained an iRIS user account. An account request was
submitted to the IRB office on March 8, 2017. A username and password were obtained shortly
thereafter on March 8, 2017.
Second, all key study personnel completed CITI training before IRB approval was
granted. The primary investigator completed all required training on September 23, 2015.
Lastly, an application for study was submitted online through the iRIS system. A written
protocol was completed and submitted with the study application. The protocol followed the
Human Research Protocol Template and Instructions which was downloaded from the IRB
website on March 8, 2017. The application was initially submitted on June 29, 2017 upon
receiving approval from the dissertation committee to conduct the survey. The application was
then resubmitted with corrections on July 18, 2017 with final approval received on August 7,
2017. Appendix F includes a copy of the IRB approval letter.
Summary
A quantitative-research design using a survey questionnaire as the data collection tool
was implemented to study the pathways, competencies, and preparations of community college
presidents and chief academic officers. While the ideal population consisted of all community
college presidents and CAOs, the focus of this study was on the 209 presidents and 209 CAOs
within eight southeastern states. These leaders were asked to identify the pathways they took to
their current position, answering questions regarding their highest degrees earned; their prior
positions held; the extent to which they agreed that each of the six AACC (2005) competencies
are essential for their positions; the extent to which they agreed that they were prepared for each
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of the competencies prior to assuming their current positions; and the method of preparation that
they identified as best for developing each competency. The questionnaire was distributed
electronically and the results were analyzed using mostly descriptive statistics revealing the most
common pathways, methods of preparation, and the levels of competency agreement amongst the
leaders. A correlational analysis was performed to determine whether a relationship existed
between essentialness and preparation for each competency. Inferential statistics were used to
determine if there were any differences in the results between presidents and CAOs.
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CHAPTER FOUR: FINDINGS
This quantitative research study examined the pathways, competencies, and preparation
of community college presidents and chief academic officers. Presidents and CAOs from public
community, technical, and state colleges within eight southeastern states were invited to
complete the Community College Leadership Questionnaire. Participants were asked some
demographic questions that were used to establish the pathways followed by leaders to their
current positions. Using the six competencies identified by the American Association of
Community Colleges, the college leaders were asked the extent to which they agreed that each
competency was essential, the extent to which they agreed they were prepared, and the method
they felt best prepared them for each competency. Chapter Three includes a full explanation of
how the survey was constructed. Appendix A provides a copy of the study survey.
The purpose of this chapter is to present the results of the statistical analyses conducted
on the data obtained from the Community College Leadership Questionnaire. The research
questions presented in Chapter One and Chapter Three as well as the demographic analyses
described in Chapter Three will be addressed through the use of descriptive and inferential
statistics.
Demographics of Community College Leaders
Survey participants were asked some basic demographic questions, two of which were
directly related to issues addressed in Chapter Two: age and expected retirement. In this section,
the demographics for both presidents and CAOs will be discussed, with some comparisons made
between groups and to past research.
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An invitation to participate in the survey was sent to 414 college leaders that had been
identified as either presidents or chief academic officers of a public community, technical, or
state college in the southeastern United States using the method described in Chapter Three. Of
those that received an invitation, 145 completed the survey for a response rate of 35%. There
were 70 leaders that identified themselves as presidents, 71 who identified themselves as CAOs,
and four who identified themselves as holding these other positions: “Vice President for
Learning (CAO and SD),” “Executive Vice President & Provost,” “Provost,” and “Chief
Academic Officer and Student Affairs (Student Life, Housing, Athletics).” Survey recipients had
previously been identified by the primary researcher, through a search of each college’s website,
as a president or CAO during construction of the respondent database. Therefore, it is relatively
safe to assume that the four respondents who chose “Other” were in fact the CAOs at their
respective institutions. However, all statistical analyses were conducted without their inclusion in
the CAO category in case that assumption was incorrect.

Table 2: Current Leadership Positions
Current leadership position
President
Chief academic officer
Other (please specify)
Total

%
48.28%
48.97%
2.76%
100%

Count
70
71
4
145

Gender
When examining the gender distribution for the entire sample of community college
leaders, the percentage breakdown of males as compared to females was fairly close to a 50-50
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split, with females comprising approximately 45% of the total sample and males comprising
approximately 54.5% (refer to Table 3). There was one president who declined to provide a
gender and that respondent also did not choose the “Other” option that was provided. As such,
this respondent was included as a “No response” in the distribution as displayed in Table 3. A
one-sample proportion test was performed with a null hypothesis that the percentage of female
leaders was not equal to 50%. Based on the test results (Z = -1.25, p-value = 0.2129), the null
hypothesis cannot be rejected and thus there is not sufficient statistical evidence to conclude that
the percentage of female community college presidents and CAOs within the sample is
significantly different from 50%.

Table 3: Gender of Community College Leaders

Gender
Female
Male
No response
Total

N
17
52
1
70

President
%
24.3%
74.3%
1.4%
48.3%

Current leadership position
CAO
N
%
46
64.8%
25
35.2%
0
0.0%
71
49.0%

N
2
2
0
4

Other
%
50.0%
50.0%
0.0%
2.8%

Total
N
65
79
1
145

%
44.8%
54.5%
0.7%
100.0%

While the overall percentages of males and females were close to equal, there did appear
to be quite a difference when examining the presidents and CAOs separately. For the presidents,
nearly three-quarters were male while for the CAOs, approximately 65% were female (refer to
Table 3). Given these results, a two-sample proportion test was conducted to compare the
percentage of males for the two groups: presidents and CAOs. The null hypothesis for this test
was that there was not a statistically significant difference between the two percentages. Based
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on the results of the test (Z = 4.66, p-value < 0.0001), the null hypothesis can be rejected and
thus it can be concluded that there was a statistically significant difference in this study between
the percentage of presidents that were male and the percentage of CAOs that were male. It would
appear that females are underrepresented in the presidential ranks of community colleges, while
there are significantly more females in CAO positions.
Age
There were also major differences in the distribution of ages of the presidents and chief
academic officers. As is illustrated in Table 4, the presidents had a higher mean age than the
CAOs, yet the spreads of both distributions were nearly equal based on the standard deviations.
There were two presidents and three CAOs that chose not to respond to the question regarding
their age, thus the total numbers displayed in Table 4 are not the same as in the previous section.
The non-response rates were three percent for presidents and four percent for chief academic
officers, both of which are below the five percent threshold and thus imputation was not
necessary (Fowler, 2014).

Table 4: Ages of Community College Leaders

Current leadership position
President
Chief academic officer
Other
Total

Mean
59.10
52.79
52.75
55.86

Age
N
68
68
4
140
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SD
8.017
7.947
6.702
8.509
(cont’d)

(Table 4, cont’d)

Age
Below 40
40-49
50-59
60-69
70 and above
Total

N
0
10
20
32
6
68

Presidents
%
0.0%
14.7%
29.4%
47.1%
8.8%

N
2
24
26
15
1
68

CAOs
%
2.9%
35.3%
38.2%
22.1%
1.5%

The charts in Figures 3 and 4 reveal differences in the age distributions of the presidents
and CAOs. The same age groupings from lowest to highest were used, thus allowing for direct
comparison between the percentages. While the ranges for each group were relatively equal (34
years for the presidents and 37 years for the CAOs), a visual examination of the charts reveals
that the presidents’ ages were clustered mostly on the higher end of the distribution, thus clearly
skewing the data to the left. In contrast, the CAOs were more evenly distributed in their 40s and
50s. In fact, the most common age (mode) for CAOs was 50 years of age, the value centered
between the two age groupings with the highest percentages.
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Figure 3: Ages of community college presidents
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Figure 4: Ages of community college chief academic officers
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70 and above

In Chapter Two, Figure 1 revealed the average age of community college presidents as
reported in multiple studies across time. The purpose of that line chart was to illustrate the
upward trend that had taken place between 1999 and 2015. Figure 5 includes the same
information with the results of this study included. Upon visual examination, the average age has
continued to increase based on a comparison to the last study cited in the literature review.
Unfortunately, it was not possible to test to see if this increase was statistically significant

Average Age

because the cited study from 2015 did not include the standard deviation in the final publication.

61
60
59
58
57
56
55
54
53
52
51
McFarlin et
al. (1999)
N = 718

Weisman &
Vaughn
(2002)
N = 661

Weisman & ACE (2008)
Vaughn
N = NR
(2007)
N = 545

Schmitz
(2008)
N = 415

Phillippe
(2016)
N = 239

Minton
(2018)
N = 68

Year

Figure 5: Average age of community college presidents

Years in Current Position
Similar to the results already discussed for the ages of each leadership group, there were
also differences between the numbers of years these leaders had spent in their current positions.
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The information in Table 5 reveals that the presidents surveyed had been in their current
positions for an average of approximately 9.5 years, while the CAOs had been in their positions
for an average of only five years. A two-sample t-test was performed to test the null hypothesis
that there was not a statistically significant difference for the number of years in the current
position for presidents and CAOs. Based on the results (T = 3.67, p-value = 0.0004), the null
hypothesis was rejected and thus it can be concluded that for this study there was a statistically
significant difference between the number of years that presidents had been in their current
positions and the number of years that CAOs had been in their current positions. A 95%
confidence interval estimate indicated that, on average, the presidents were likely to be in their
current position between 2.1 years and 7.0 years longer than CAOs.

Table 5: Years in Current Position by Group: Presidents and Chief Academic Officers

Years in current position
Average
Median
Mode
Range
Standard deviation
Total (N)
Note: N = 141

Current leadership position
Presidents
CAOs
9.55
4.99
6.5
3
1, 3
1
36
24
9.056
4.828
70
71

There was also much more variation in the individual responses for the presidents as
compared to the chief academic officers. However, for both groups, one year of experience in
their current position was the modal result (presidents also had three years as a mode). Table 6
displays the distribution of years in current position from which the data revealed that 90% of the
88

CAOs in the survey had been in their positions for 10 years or less, whereas 30% of the
presidents had been in their positions for more than 10 years. The data also revealed that there
was a larger range of years in current position for the presidents as compared to the CAOs. Six
presidents had been in their current positions for more than 25 years, whereas none of the CAOs
had been in there positions that long.

Table 6: Distribution of Years in Current Position by Group: Presidents and Chief Academic
Officers

Years
Less than 1
1-5
6-10
11-15
15-20
21-25
26-30
31 or more
Total
Note: N = 141

Presidents
N
%
4
5.7%
27
38.6%
18
25.7%
6
8.6%
5
7.1%
4
5.7%
4
5.7%
2
2.9%
70

CAOs
N
%
5
7.0%
45
63.4%
14
19.7%
4
5.6%
2
2.8%
1
1.4%
0
0.0%
0
0.0%
71

Expected Retirement
Participants were asked when they expected to retire from their current position. Given
the literature cited in Chapter Two, there was an expectation that a clear majority of the
community college presidents would expect to retire within a decade. Rather than providing a
freeform response as was done for age and the number of years in their current position, both of
which were known quantities, respondents instead were asked to choose from a set of categories.
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The reasoning behind this decision was that respondents may have had a more general idea of the
time in which they may retire as opposed to an exact date.
Referring to the results displayed in Table 7, nearly 83% of the presidents who responded
indicated that they plan to retire within a decade. None of the presidents responded that they had
not given much thought to retirement, which could be a direct result of the combination of an
average age of 60 and nearly 10 years in their current positions. As may be somewhat expected,
given their lower average age and number of years in their current position, only 55% of the
chief academic officers expected to retire within a decade and 11% had not given retirement any
thought.

Table 7: Expected Retirement from Current Position by Group
Current leadership position
President
CAO
Other
Number of years
N
%
N
%
N
%
Within 5 years
36 51.4%
20 28.2%
1 25.0%
Within 6-10 years
22 31.4%
19 26.8%
2 50.0%
Within 11-15 years
9 12.9%
17 23.9%
0 0.0%
More than 15 years
3 4.3%
7 9.9%
1 25.0%
I have not given this any thought 0 0.0%
8 11.3%
0 0.0%
Total
70 48.3%
71 49.0%
4 2.8%

Total
N
%
57 39.3%
43 29.7%
26 17.9%
11
7.6%
8
5.5%
145 100.0%

Note: N = 145

Descriptive Analysis Part 1
The first major component of this study was to examine the pathways taken by
community college presidents and chief academic officers to reach their current positions. To
determine those pathways, participants were asked to identify the highest degrees they had
earned, the major or field of study for their degrees, and the positions they had held immediately
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prior to becoming president or CAO. The results of those questions are summarized in this
section.
Highest Degree Earned
The literature cited in Chapter Two revealed that between 85% and 90% of community
college presidents held doctorate degrees divided nearly evenly between Ph.D.’s and Ed.D.’s
while the percentage of chief academic officers holding doctorate degrees was closer to 70%,
with more Ph.D.’s than Ed.D.’s. In this study, as displayed in Table 8, an overwhelming number
of presidents (93%) held doctorate degrees; however, most of them completed Ed.D.’s rather
than Ph.D.’s (60% and 33% respectively). For the CAOs, the percentage holding a doctorate was
approximately 79%, with a more even split between Ph.D.’s and Ed.D.’s than that of presidents.

Table 8: Highest Degree Earned by Group
Current leadership position
President
CAO
Other
Highest degree darned
N
%
N
%
N %
Master's
2 2.9%
14 19.7%
1 1.4%
Ph.D.
23 32.9%
30 42.3%
2 2.8%
Ed.D.
42 60.0%
26 36.6%
1 1.4%
Other professional degree 3 4.3%
1 1.4%
0 0.0%
Total
70 48.3%
71 49.0%
4 2.8%
Note: N = 145

Total
N
%
17 11.7%
55 37.9%
69 47.6%
4
2.8%
145 100.0%

To test the differences between the doctorate attainment rates for community college
presidents and CAOs, a two-sample proportion test was conducted with a null hypothesis that
there was not a statistically significant difference between the two groups. Based on the results
(Z = 2.38, p-value = 0.0173), it can be concluded that there was a statistically significant
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difference between the doctorate attainment rate of community college presidents and the rate for
CAOs.
Overall, with both groups of community college leaders combined together, including
those that responded that they held a different position, approximately 85% held a doctorate
degree. The largest percentage of leaders held an Ed.D., with very few holding a professional
degree such as a juris doctorate. These results are illustrated in Figure 6.

Other Professional
Degree
3%

Master's
12%

Master's
Ph.D.
Ed.D.
Other Professional Degree
Ph.D.
38%

Ed.D.
47%

Figure 6: Highest degree earned (all groups)

Major/ Field of Study
In addition to their highest degree earned, participants were also asked to identify the
major or field of study for those credentials. This was an open-ended question, with respondents
free to type in anything they felt was appropriate to answer the question. In order to summarize
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the data, the primary researcher grouped together responses to create general categories groups
of similar responses. For example, some respondents answered “Hi Ed Administration” or
“Higher Ed Admin” while others answered “Higher Education Administration.” The primary
researcher regrouped all similar responses as “Higher Education Administration” to count the
number of responses for this category. Similar groupings were done for a few other categories as
well.
The categorical majors/fields of study for the community college presidents in the study
are listed in Table 9. One president’s response was Ed.D., which was assumed to be his or her
degree and not an actual field of study, so that response was excluded. Higher Education
Administration, Community College Leadership, and Educational Leadership comprised 37
(53.6%) of the useable responses. Four presidents (5.8%) responded with Adult and Community
College Education. All remaining majors were only mentioned by one or two presidents each for
a total of 28 (40.6%) responses. All majors which at least two of the presidents listed in their
responses are summarized in Figure 7.
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Table 9: Major/Field of Study for Presidents
Major/field of study
Higher education administration
Community college leadership
Educational leadership
Adult and community college education
Curriculum and instruction
Education
Higher and adult education
Higher education
Higher education leadership
Public administration
Botany/ecology
Communication
Communication studies
Curriculum design
Guidance and counseling
Law
Medieval German language and literature
Nursing
Occupational studies
Occupational studies/workforce education
Organizational behavior-management
Political science
Strategic leadership
Technical education
Vocational and adult education
Zoology
Note: N = 69

Number
%
17
24.64%
10
14.49%
10
14.49%
4
5.80%
2
2.90%
2
2.90%
2
2.90%
2
2.90%
2
2.90%
2
2.90%
1
1.45%
1
1.45%
1
1.45%
1
1.45%
1
1.45%
1
1.45%
1
1.45%
1
1.45%
1
1.45%
1
1.45%
1
1.45%
1
1.45%
1
1.45%
1
1.45%
1
1.45%
1
1.45%
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30%
25%
20%
15%
10%
5%
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Presidents
(N = 69)

Major/Field of Study

Figure 7: Major/field of study for presidents

Closer examination of all the useable responses reveals that 54 (78.3%) earned their
degrees in a field of education, curriculum and instruction, or leadership; 28 (40.6%) earned
degrees in adult or higher education; and 10 (14.5%) specifically mentioned community college
education or leadership as the field of study. It is important to note that these percentages do not
add up to 100% due to overlaps between the categories. For example, there were four presidents
whose degrees were in the category of adult and community college education. These responses
were included in all three percentages indicated above. All other majors represented only 15
(21.7%) of the total number of responses.
For the CAOs in the study, Table 10 and Figure 8 both summarize their categorical
majors/fields of study. While some of the respondents included their degree in the response, only
the field of study information was retained. For the CAOs, the top four responses were
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community college leadership (9.86%), higher education administration (9.86%), educational
leadership (8.45%), and higher education leadership (8.45%). These top results are similar to
those responses of the presidents identified earlier; however, the percentages are more similar to
one another as compared to the responses of the presidents. In total, there were 32 other majors
identified by the CAOs, ranging from one single respondent to five respondents. Figure 8
includes all majors, with at least two CAOs responding, and the remaining 25 majors are

Percentage

grouped together as education and non-education majors.

20%
18%
16%
14%
12%
10%
8%
6%
4%
2%
0%

CAOs
(N = 71)

Major/Field of Study

Figure 8: Major/field of study for chief academic officers
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Table 10: Major/Field of Study for Chief Academic Officers
Major/field of study
Community college leadership
Higher education administration
Educational leadership
Higher education leadership
English
Education
Curriculum and instruction
Biology
Business education
Higher education
Mathematics education
Administration leadership
Adult and community college education
Computer engineering
Computer science and mathematics
Counseling psychology
Counselor education
Education - administration and supervision
Educational media design/tech & adult/tech education
Educational psychology
Educational supervision
Environmental science
Higher education -- adult education and distance learning
Higher education communication studies
Liberal studies with emphasis in education and leadership
Mathematics
Nursing education
Organizational leadership
Policy studies
Political science
Psychology
School administration
Teaching and learning
Urban education
Zoology

Note: N = 71
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Number
7
7
6
6
5
4
4
2
2
2
2
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

%
9.86%
9.86%
8.45%
8.45%
7.04%
5.63%
5.63%
2.82%
2.82%
2.82%
2.82%
1.41%
1.41%
1.41%
1.41%
1.41%
1.41%
1.41%
1.41%
1.41%
1.41%
1.41%
1.41%
1.41%
1.41%
1.41%
1.41%
1.41%
1.41%
1.41%
1.41%
1.41%
1.41%
1.41%
1.41%

Similar to what was done for the presidents’ responses, further examination of the 71
CAO responses revealed that 54 (76.1%) had majors in a field of education, curriculum and
instruction, or leadership; 25 (35.2%) studied adult or higher education; and eight (11.3%)
specifically mentioned community college education or leadership as their fields of study. It is
important to note that these percentages do not add up to 100% due to overlaps between the
categories. For example, there were six CAOs who earned degrees in the category higher
education leadership. These responses were included in both of the first two percentages
indicated above. All other majors comprised 17 (23.9%) of the responses. All of these numbers
were very close to the results for the presidents in the same study.
Position Immediately Prior
One of the main points of emphasis in the review of the literature was that the majority of
community college presidents came from positions within academic affairs, primarily from the
role of CAO, prior to obtaining a presidency. Thus, survey participants were asked to identify the
positions they held immediately prior to becoming presidents or CAOs. Due to the wording of
the question, it was possible for a respondent to provide answers for both positions if he or she
had indeed served as a president and prior to that as a CAO. However, there may have been some
confusion with the wording of the question, as six of the presidents who responded indicated that
their prior positions were either as president or as interim president. Two of those respondents
also provided prior positions in the CAO category, thus it is assumed that they had indeed been
CAOs and were included in the percentage of presidents from an academic affairs pathway.
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Similar to the questions regarding fields of study, the question regarding prior positions
was also open-ended. One consequence of that decision was that the exact percentage of
presidents following an academic affairs pathway could not be determined. The reason for this
uncertainty is that there were 10 responses of either “vice president” or “executive vice
president.” It was not possible for the primary researcher to know if these positions were
academic in nature since the locations of those prior positions were not known. It should also be
noted that there were six presidents who did not answer this question. All percentages are based
only on those presidents that provided a response.
Of the 62 presidents that responded, 29 (46.8%) clearly indicated that their previous
position had been within academic affairs. Of those 29 presidents plus the two aforementioned
presidents that indicated a position prior to becoming a CAO, 25 indicated that they had been
CAOs, deans of instruction, vice presidents of academic affairs, or other equivalent positions.
Table 11 compares these results with those previously cited in Chapter 2. While the percentage
of presidents in this study who followed an academic affairs pathway could not be exactly
determined, the results do appear to be consistent with results previously cited in the literature in
that at least 50% of the presidents who responded to the survey previously held a position in
academic affairs.
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Table 11: Percentage of Community College Presidents from Academic Affairs Pathways from
Literature and Survey
Source
Vaughn (1987)
McFarlin et al. (1999)
Kubala (1999)
Kubala and Bailey (2001)
Weisman and Vaughn (2002)
Weisman and Vaughn (2007)
Schmitz (2008)
ACE (2008)
Minton (2018)

% from
academic affairs
>50%
50%
72.2%
56.4%
55%
47%
60%
at least 50%

%
previously CAOs
38%

%
previously VPs
12%

>39%
37%

10%

31%
40%

12%

Of all the survey respondents, regardless of current position, 105 answered the question
regarding the prior positions they held before first becoming CAOs. The overwhelming majority
of those respondents, 83.8%, indicated that they had served as deans, associate vice presidents,
department chairs, division chairs, directors, or in other similarly titled administrative positions
within academic affairs. Interestingly, there were two respondents – one current president and
one current CAO – who indicated that they advanced directly from being faculty members to
being CAOs.
Descriptive Analysis Part 2
A major component of this study was the set of six competencies that were determined by
the AACC to be critical for community college leaders to know, understand, and use in their
positions. The leaders in this study were asked in Question 5 of the survey to rate the extent to
which they agreed that each of the six competencies were essential to their positions. The results
of those questions are summarized in this section.
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On the questionnaire, respondents were asked use a five-point Likert scale to identify the
extent to which they agreed that each competency is essential. For each competency, respondents
could choose from five responses: Strongly Disagree, Disagree, Neither Agree nor Disagree,
Agree, and Strongly Agree. The question instructions were only written one time with each of
the competencies in a list, sorted in the same order as presented by the AACC. The reliability of
the scale results was tested using Cronbach’s Alpha to provide a measure of reliability without
the need for repeated testing (Shavelson, 2002). The full results are included in Appendix I. For
the Essential rating of the six competencies, the alpha value was calculated to be 0.933 and there
were no zero or negative corrected-item total correlations, thus it can be concluded that the
Essential ratings for the different competencies are reliable for the community college leaders
that were surveyed.
Table 12 summarizes the results for each competency based on the total of both
presidents and chief academic officers as a single group. At least 95% of all respondents
indicated that they either Agreed or Strongly Agreed that each competency was essential to their
leadership positions with one exception: Community College Advocacy. More specifically, more
than 50% of the total number of respondents Strongly Agreed that each competency, aside from
Community College Advocacy, was essential to their position. For Community College
Advocacy, just less than half of the respondents Strongly Agreed that it was essential and when
combining the number who either Agreed or Strongly Agreed, the total was 83.5%. However, the
percentage of respondents who either Disagreed or Strongly Disagreed that Community College
Advocacy is essential was not any different than those percentages for the other competencies.
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The main difference was that a larger percentage, 12.4%, Neither Agreed nor Disagreed, thus
suggesting more ambivalence to the competency’s essential nature. These results are also
graphically represented in Figure 9 where for Community College Advocacy the bar representing
Strongly Agree is shorter than those for the other five competencies while the bar representing
Neither Agree nor Disagree is more prominent.

Table 12: Extent to which Community College Leaders Agreed that each Competency is
Essential to their Leadership Position
Strongly
Disagree
Competency

Disagree

Neither
Agree nor
Disagree

Strongly
Agree

Agree

%

N

%

N

%

N

%

N

%

N

Total

Organizational
Strategy

2.8%

4

0.7%

1

1.4%

2

25.5%

37

69.7%

101

145

Resource
Management

2.8%

4

0.7%

1

0.0%

0

29.0%

42

67.6%

98

145

Communication

4.1%

6

0.0%

0

0.0%

0

8.3%

12

87.6%

127

145

Collaboration
Community
College
Advocacy

2.8%

4

1.4%

2

0.0%

0

21.5%

31

74.3%

107

144

1.4%

2

2.8%

4

12.4%

18

35.2%

51

48.3%

70

145

Professionalism

4.1%

6

0.0%

0

0.7%

1

15.2%

22

80.0%

116

145

Note: N = 145 except for Collaboration in which one survey participant did not respond
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140
120

Frequency

100
80

Essential

60

Strongly Agree
Agree

40

Neither Agree nor Disagree
20

Disagree
Strongly Disagree

0

Competency
(N = 145 ; Exception: Collaboration N = 144)

Figure 9: Extent to which community college leaders agreed that each competency is essential to
their leadership position
Another way to examine any potential differences between the responses for each of the
six competencies was to calculate descriptive statistics based on a five-point scale. Strongly
Disagree was assigned a value of 1, Strongly Agree a value of 5, and each value in between
completed the scale. Since these variables are an ordinal level of measurement, the most
appropriate statistic to be calculated was the median, however the means and standard deviations
are included as well. The results based on this scale are displayed in Table 13.
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Table 13: Descriptive Statistics for Extent to which Community College Leaders Agreed that
each Competency is Essential to their Positions
Competency
Mean Median
SD
Organizational Strategy
4.59
5.00
0.804
Resource Management
4.58
5.00
0.788
Communication
4.75
5.00
0.829
Collaboration
4.63
5.00
0.809
Community College Advocacy
4.26
4.00
0.882
Professionalism
4.67
5.00
0.858
Note: N = 145 except for Collaboration where N = 144
All of the competencies had a median score of 5.0 except for Community College
Advocacy, which had a median score of 4.0. Also, mean score for Community College
Advocacy was at least 0.30 less than the mean score for each of the other five competencies.
Based on the raw data presented in Table 12 and Figure 9, this result was to be expected given
the higher percentage of Neither Agree nor Disagree results. To determine if this difference was
statistically significant, a Friedman Test for the difference of k-related samples was performed.
This test was determined to be appropriate since the variables to be tested are on an ordinal scale
and are dependent upon one another since each respondent provided an Essential rating for each
competency (Conover, 1980; Lomax, 2001).
The null hypothesis for the Friedman Test was that there were no statistically significant
differences between the scores for each of the six competencies. The mean ranks for each of the
six competencies are displayed in Table 14. Based on the results of the test (Chi-Square =
99.304, df = 5, p-value = 0.000), the null hypothesis can be rejected, thus it can be concluded
that there was a statistically significant difference among the scores of the Essential rating for the
six competencies.
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Table 14: Mean Ranks for Friedman Test on Differences in Essential Rating
Competency
Mean Rank
Organizational Strategy
3.48
Resource Management
3.43
Communication
3.99
Collaboration
3.65
Community College Advocacy
2.70
Professionalism
3.76
Note: N = 145 except for Collaboration where N = 144
Based on the conclusion from the Friedman Test, a post-hoc analysis using a Wilcoxon
Signed Rank Test was conducted (Lomax, 2001; Pereira, Afonso, & Medeiros, 2015). Using a
Bonferroni-corrected significance level of 0.0033, it was calculated that eight of the fifteen
pairwise comparisons had statistically significant differences: Communication and
Organizational Strategy (Z = -3.578, p-value = 0.000); Community College Advocacy and
Organizational Strategy (Z = -4.871, p-value = 0.000); Communication and Resource
Management (Z = -4.117, p-value = 0.000); Community College Advocacy and Resource
Management (Z = -5.048, p-value = 0.000); Collaboration and Communication (Z = -3.157, pvalue = 0.002); Community College Advocacy and Communication (Z = -6.675, p-value =
0.000); Community College Advocacy and Collaboration (Z = -5.550, p-value = 0.000); and
Professionalism and Community College Advocacy (Z = -5.888, p-value = 0.000). In other
words, the respondents’ agreement on the Essential rating of Community College Advocacy was
statistically significantly different from all the other five competencies, and the Essential rating
of Communication was statistically significantly different from four of the other competencies
with only Professionalism not being significantly different.
105

Other Competencies
In addition to the AACC competencies, participants were also provided four additional
competencies that had been identified in the literature review and were asked the extent to which
they agreed those competencies are essential and should be included in future discussions.
Respondents also were provided space to include additional competencies. The results are
summarized in this section.
There were four additional competencies included in the questionnaire: Adaptability,
Entrepreneurship, Political Acumen, and Technical Expertise. As illustrated in Table 15 and
Figure 10, Adaptability garnered the most agreement (97.9%) by the respondents with 2.1%
responding with Neither Agree nor Disagree and no one responding with Disagree or Strongly
Disagree. There was also a high level of agreement, nearly 90%, for Political Acumen as an
essential competency. Both Entrepreneurship and Technical Expertise were not recognized by
the respondents as being as essential compared to the other two competencies. For both
competencies, the percentage of respondents who Strongly Agreed was below 25%. However,
both Entrepreneurship and Technical Expertise were identified as essential (either Agree or
Strongly Agree) by at least two-thirds of the respondents.
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Table 15: Extent of Agreement on Essential Variable for Additional Competencies
Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Competency

%

N

%

N

Adaptability

0.0%

0

0.0%

0

Entrepreneurship

0.0%

0

4.8%

7

Political Acumen

0.0%

0

0.7%

1

Technical Expertise

0.0%

0

9.0%

13

Neither
Agree nor
Disagree
%

Strongly
Agree

Agree

N

%

N

%

N

Total

2.1%

3

30.3%

44

67.6%

98

145

23.5%

34

46.9%

68

24.8%

36

145

10.3%

15

36.6%

53

52.4%

76

145

24.3%

35

50.7%

73

16.0%

23

144

Note: N = 145 except for Technical Expertise where N = 144

120
100

Frequency

80

Essential

60

Strongly Agree
Agree

40

Neither Agree nor Disagree
20

Disagree
Strongly Disagree

0

Competency
(N = 145 except for Technical Expertise where N = 144)

Figure 10: Extent of agreement on essential variable for additional competencies
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In addition to the four competencies previously discussed, respondents were provided
space to include three additional competencies that in their opinion were also essential and
should be included in future discussions. In all, 89 additional competencies were entered in the
text boxes provided within the questionnaire. The four most common responses, sorted in order
by highest frequency, were Fundraising, Personnel Development/Management, Integrity, and
Teaching. Fundraising could be considered part of the Resource Management competency;
however, eight leaders specifically identifying Fundraising as its own competency leads credence
to the possibility that it could stand alone as an essential competency. Conflict Resolution,
Change Management, Legal Expertise, Resource Development, and Team Building were also
identified by multiple respondents.
Descriptive Analysis Part 3
Another major component of this study was the level of preparation that community
college leaders believed they had for each of the six competencies identified by the AACC. The
leaders in this study were asked in Question 6 of the survey to rate the extent to which they
agreed that they were prepared for each of the six competencies before assuming their leadership
positions. In addition, they were asked in Question 7 to identify, from a list of choices that were
prominent in the extant literature, the preparation method they agreed was best for each
competency. The results of those questions are summarized in this section.
Extent of Preparation
On the questionnaire, respondents were asked to identify the extent to which they agreed
that they were prepared for each competency on a five-point Likert scale: Strongly Disagree,
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Disagree, Neither Agree nor Disagree, Agree, and Strongly Agree. The question instructions
were only written one time with each of the competencies in a list, sorted in the same order as
presented by the AACC. The reliability of the scale results was tested using Cronbach’s Alpha to
provide a measure of reliability without the need for repeated testing (Shavelson, 2002). The full
results are included in Appendix I. For the Prepared ratings of the six competencies, the alpha
value was calculated to be 0.651, and there were no zero or negative corrected-item total
correlations nor was the alpha value expected to increase if any items were excluded. These
results lead to the conclusion that the Prepared ratings for the different competencies are reliable
for the community college leaders that were surveyed.
Table 16 displays the results for each competency based on the responses of presidents
and chief academic officers as a single group. These data demonstrate a trend that the
percentages of leaders who Strongly Agreed that they were prepared vary greatly for the six
competencies. However, the percentage of leaders who either Agreed or Strongly Agreed that
they had been prepared was at least 85% for each competency except for Community College
Advocacy. That particular competency also had the largest number of Neither Agree nor
Disagree responses. Furthermore, there were more than double the number of leaders who
Disagreed that they were prepared for this competency than for any other one. These data reveal
that the participating community college leaders were not as prepared for the Community
College Advocacy competency. Such a finding is notable because they also did not agree that
this competency was as essential as the other competencies as described in Table 12.
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Table 16: Extent to which Community College Leaders Agreed that They Were Prepared for
each Competency Before Assuming their Current Positions
Strongly
Disagree
Competency

Disagree

Neither
Agree nor
Disagree

Strongly
Agree

Agree

%

N

%

N

%

N

%

N

%

N

Total

Organizational
Strategy

0.0%

0

4.2%

6

1.4%

2

57.8%

82

36.6%

52

142

Resource
Management

0.0%

0

4.2%

6

9.2%

13

54.2%

77

32.4%

46

142

Communication

0.0%

0

0.7%

1

5.7%

8

28.4%

40

65.3%

92

141

Collaboration
Community
College
Advocacy

0.0%

0

0.7%

1

6.3%

9

38.0%

54

54.9%

78

142

0.7%

1

9.2%

13

14.1%

20

48.6%

69

27.5%

39

142

Professionalism

0.0%

0

0.7%

1

2.1%

3

20.6%

29

76.6%

108

141

Note: N = 142 except for Communication and Professionalism where N = 141
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Frequency

100
80
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Prepared

40

Strongly Agree
Agree

20

Neither Agree nor Disagree
0

Disagree
Strongly Disagree

Competency
(N = 142; Exceptions: Communication and Professionalism N = 141)

Figure 11: Extent to which community college leaders agreed that they were prepared for each
competency before assuming their current positions
Another way to examine any potential differences between the responses for each of the
six competencies was to calculate descriptive statistics based on the five-point scale. Strongly
Agree, which is the most ideal result, was assigned a value of 5, Agree a value of 4, and so forth
down to Strongly Disagree, the least desirable result, which was assigned a value of 1. With each
of these variables being measured at the ordinal level, the most appropriate calculated statistic
was the median. The means and standard deviations were also included in the results presented in
Table 17.
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Table 17: Descriptive Statistics for Extent to which Community College Leaders Agreed that
they were Prepared for each Competency Before Assuming their Current Leadership Position
Competency
Mean Median
SD
N
Organizational Strategy
4.27
4.00
0.694
142
Resource Management
4.15
4.00
0.793
142
Communication
4.58
5.00
0.634
141
Collaboration
4.47
5.00
0.649
142
Community College Advocacy
3.93
4.00
0.920
142
Professionalism
4.73
5.00
0.533
141
Note: N = 142 except for Communication and Professionalism where N = 141

It would appear that three of the competencies, Organizational Strategy, Resource
Management, and Community College Advocacy, had lower agreement scores than the other
three competencies of Communication, Collaboration, and Professionalism. Community College
Advocacy also had the largest standard deviation and therefore the highest amount of variability,
which is not unexpected based on the larger frequencies of Neither Agree nor Disagree and
Disagree responses provided in Table 16 and Figure 11. To determine if there were any
statistically significant differences, a Friedman Test for the difference of k-related samples was
performed. This test was determined to be appropriate since the variables to be tested are on an
ordinal scale and are dependent upon one another since each respondent provided a Prepared
rating for each competency (Conover, 1980; Lomax, 2001).
The null hypothesis for the test was that there were no statistically significant differences
between the scores for each of the six competencies. The mean ranks for each of the six
competencies are displayed in Table 18. Based on the results of the test (Chi-Square = 142.897,
df = 5, p-value = 0.000), the null hypothesis was rejected and it was concluded that there was a
statistically significant difference between the Prepared rating scores for the six competencies.
112

Table 18: Mean Ranks for Friedman Test on Differences in Prepared Ratings
Competency
Mean Rank
Organizational Strategy
3.25
Resource Management
2.98
Communication
4.00
Collaboration
3.74
Community College Advocacy
2.63
Professionalism
4.40
Note: N = 142 except for Communication and Professionalism where N = 141

Based on this conclusion, a post-hoc analysis using a Wilcoxon Signed Rank Test was
conducted (Lomax, 2001; Pereira et al., 2015). Using a Bonferroni-corrected significance level
of 0.0033, it was calculated that ten of the fifteen pairwise comparisons had statistically
significant differences: Communication and Organizational Strategy (Z = -4.048, p-value =
0.000); Community College Advocacy and Organizational Strategy (Z = -3.875, p-value =
0.000); Professionalism and Organizational Strategy (Z = -6.447, p-value = 0.000);
Communication and Resource Management (Z = -4.655, p-value = 0.000); Collaboration and
Resource Management (Z = -3.878, p-value = 0.000); Professionalism and Resource
Management (Z = -6.908, p-value = 0.000); Community College Advocacy and Communication
(Z = -6.930, p-value = 0.000); Community College Advocacy and Collaboration (Z = -6.301, pvalue = 0.000); Professionalism and Collaboration (Z = -4.169, p-value = 0.000); and
Professionalism and Community College Advocacy (Z = -7.990, p-value = 0.000). In other
words, the level to which the respondents agreed that they were prepared for the Community
College Advocacy competency was statistically significantly different than their levels of being
prepared for all the other competencies except for Resource Management. The Prepared ratings
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for Professionalism were also statistically significantly different than all the other competencies
except for Communication. The remaining competencies are only statistically different from
three other competencies.
Methods of Preparation
For each of the six competencies, respondents were asked to identify from a list of five
choices the method of preparation they agreed would be best for that particular competency.
While all methods could be considered appropriate, the purpose of this question was to identify
the method that may be the best. The results of this question are summarized in Table 19 and
illustrated in Figure 12.

Table 19: Methods of Preparation for each Competency

Doctoral
Studies
Competency
Organizational
Strategy
Resource
Management

"GrowYourOwn"
Programs

Leadership
Workshops/
Seminars/
Institutes

Mentoring

On-the-Job
Experiences

%

N

%

N

%

N

%

N

%

N

Total

20.0%

29

5.5%

8

18.6%

27

17.9%

26

37.9%

55

145

9.7%

14

3.5%

5

14.6%

21

19.4%

28

52.8%

76

144

Communication

9.2%

13

2.1%

3

16.9%

24

20.4%

29

51.4%

73

142

Collaboration
Community
College
Advocacy

3.5%

5

3.5%

5

9.7%

14

18.8%

27

64.6%

93

144

13.8%

20

2.8%

4

38.6%

56

17.2%

25

27.6%

40

145

Professionalism

8.97%

13

2.1%

3

12.4%

18

35.9%

52

40.7%

59

145

Note: N = 145 for Organizational Strategy, Community College Advocacy, and Professionalism;
N = 144 for Resource Management and Collaboration; N = 142 for Communication
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Frequency

100
90
80
70
60
50
40
30
20
10
0

Method
(in order left to right
within each competency)
Doctoral Studies
"Grow-Your-Own" Programs
Leadership
Workshops/Seminars/Institutes
Mentoring
On-the-Job Experiences

Competency
(N = 145 for Org Strategy, CC Advocacy, Professionalism;
N = 144 for Resource Mang, Collaboration;
N = 142 for Communication)

Figure 12: Methods of preparation for each competency
From the bar graph it is very noticeable that On-the-Job Experiences was the most
common response from the community college leaders as the best method of preparation for
every competency except Community College Advocacy. For that particular competency,
Leadership Workshops/Seminars/Institutes was the most common response, suggesting that the
participants believe advocacy may be best taught rather than learned on the job. Mentoring also
received a fair number of responses for each competency, similar to Leadership
Workshops/Seminars/Institutes for three of the competencies. The largest percentage of
115

responses for Doctoral Studies was in the Organizational Strategy competency, suggesting the
possibility that leadership programs are either already offering courses on organizational theory
or should be considering the inclusion of such a course. The last preparation method, “GrowYour-Own Programs,” had very low responses in every competency. This result may suggest
that the benefits and lower costs as compared to regional or national workshops and doctoral
studies are not enough to offset what can be learned via other methods.
Research Question One
The first research question that this study intended to answer was: What is the
relationship between the competencies and the preparation levels for those competencies for
community college presidents and chief academic officers? The purpose was to determine
statistically if the extent to which community college leaders agree that the AACC competencies
are essential to their position is related to the extent to which they agree that they were prepared
for the same competencies prior to starting their current leadership position. Using data from the
same questions embedded within Descriptive Analysis Part One and Descriptive Analysis Part
Two, the results used to answer this question are summarized and in this section.
With the data for both the Essential and Prepared variables being on an ordinal level of
measurement, a scatterplot illustrating each participant’s responses for each competency was not
useful as the points were mostly lying on top of one another. Therefore, the only scatterplot
included in this section, Figure 13, represents the mean score for each of the six competencies
with the Essential variable on the horizontal axis and the Prepared variable on the vertical axis.
Each point is labeled by competency. This scatterplot reveals there is a positive correlation
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between the two variables, evidenced by a positive linear slope through the points, as the higher
mean scores for the extent to which the competencies were identified as essential also have
higher mean scores for the extent to which the leaders were prepared for those competencies. As
discussed in an earlier section of this chapter, the point representing Community College
Advocacy stands out as it had a significantly lower mean Essential score than the other
competencies. The only competency that does not appear to fit along the linear pattern of
positive correlation is Communication.

5
4.8

Prepared

Professionalism
4.6

Communication
Collaboration

4.4

Organizational
Strategy

Community
College
Advocacy

4.2
4

Resource
Management

3.8
4

4.2

4.4

4.6

4.8

5

Essential

Figure 13: Mean scores of essential and prepared for each competency
With both variables being ordinal levels of measurement based on the Likert-scale
responses, a Spearman Rank Order Correlation analysis was conducted to determine if a
statistical relationship does in fact exist between the Essential ratings and Prepared ratings of the
six competencies (Nardi, 2006). The full results of the correlation analysis, which includes
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correlation coefficients between the competencies within Essential, the competencies within
Prepared, and then across both variables are included in Appendix G. For the actual research
question, the null hypothesis was that there was not a statistically significant relationship
between the Essential and Prepared variables and the alternative hypothesis was that a
statistically significant relationship did exist. The correlation coefficients for each
Essential/Prepared pair are displayed in Table 20. The highlighted fields denote the correlation
coefficients for the matching competency pairs.

Table 20: Correlation Coefficients for Essential and Prepared Variables
Essential
Organizational
Strategy

Resource
Management

Communication

Collaboration

Community
College
Advocacy

Professionalism

OS

.187*

-0.071

-0.085

-0.042

-0.007

0.074

RM

.167*

.206*

-0.065

0.01

0.064

0.094

COMM

0.095

0.019

0.09

0.165

0.042

0.105

COLL

0.139

0.151

0.124

.310**

.246**

.310**

CCA

0.068

0.124

0.119

0.13

.487**

.177*

PROF

.349**

.242**

0.075

.196*

.233**

.356**

Prepared

Competency

Note: ** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed);
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
N = 142 for OS, RM, COLL, and CCA; N = 141 for COMM and
PROF

From these results, it can be concluded that a statistical correlation exists between the
extent to which the community college leaders agreed the competency is essential and the extent
to which they agreed that they were prepared for the competency before assuming their current
position for all of the competencies except for Communication. For each of the five
competencies in which there is a statistical correlation – Organizational Strategy, Resource
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Management, Collaboration, Community College Advocacy, and Professionalism – that
correlation is positive, meaning that the higher the extent of agreement on the essentialness of the
competency, the higher the extent of agreement on the preparedness of the competency.
It is important to note that correlation never implies causation (Triola, 2013). Therefore,
although it cannot be concluded that a higher score on one variable is the cause for the higher
score on the variable, the possibility does exist. The one competency in which there was not a
statistically significant correlation, Communication, is the one point on the scatterplot in Figure
13 that did not align with the other points around it. This finding concurs with the hypothesis
developed from the scatterplot.
Research Question Two
The second research question that this study intended to answer was: What differences, if
any, are there between community college presidents and chief academic officers related to
essential competencies and preparation? The purpose of this question was to determine if there
are any statistical differences between the two groups of community college leaders, presidents
and CAOs, as it relates to the six AACC competencies. Comparisons were made for both the
extent to which each leader agreed that each competency is essential as well as the extent of
agreement to which each leader agreed that they were prepared for each competency. The results
of these comparisons are summarized in this section.
With both the Essential and Prepared variables being ordinal levels of measurement, the
proper test for comparing two groups was the Mann-Whitney U-Test (Gall et al., 1999). Each of
the twelve variables was tested using Current Position as the control variable. The full SPSS
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results of the Mann-Whitney test are included in Appendix H. For each of the twelve
comparisons, the null hypothesis was that there was no statistical difference between the
presidents and chief academic officers for each of the competencies and the alternative
hypothesis was that there was a statistically significant difference between the two groups.
For each of the six AACC competencies, the community college leaders that responded
to the survey were asked the extent to which they agreed that each competency is essential to
their positions. The results of the Mann-Whitney U-test for the Essential variable are provided in
Table 21. Assuming a 5% level of significance, only the p-value for Collaboration (0.003) was
small enough to reject the null hypothesis and conclude that there was a statistically significant
difference between community college presidents and chief academic officers for the extent to
which they agree that Collaboration is essential for their position. Based on the mean ranks of
63.16 for presidents and 78.73 for CAOs, it can be concluded that the CAOs were more likely to
agree that Collaboration is essential for their position.
Table 21: Test for Differences between Presidents’ and CAOs’ Essential Ratings of AACC
Competencies
Competency
Organizational Strategy
Resource Management
Communication
Collaboration
Community College Advocacy
Professionalism
Note: N = 141

Mann-Whitney U
2483.0
2384.0
2480.5
1936.0
2413.0
2182.0
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Z
-0.010
-0.506
-0.032
-2.979
-0.324
-1.776

P-Value
0.992
0.613
0.974
0.003
0.746
0.076

For each of the six AACC competencies, the community college leaders that responded
to the survey were asked the extent to which they agreed that they were prepared for each
competency before assuming their current leadership position. The results of the Mann-Whitney
U-test for the Prepared variable are displayed in Table 22. Assuming a 5% level of significance,
none of the p-values were small enough to reject any of the null hypotheses. Therefore, it can be
concluded that there were not any statistically significant differences between community
college presidents and chief academic officers for the extent to which they agree they were
prepared for each competency before assuming their current leadership position.

Table 22: Test for Differences between Presidents' and CAOs' Prepared Ratings of AACC
Competencies
Competency
Mann-Whitney U
Organizational Strategy
2234.5
Resource Management
2254.0
Communication
2314.5
Collaboration
2000.0
Community College Advocacy
2132.5
Professionalism
2269.5
Note: N = 138 except for Professionalism where N = 137

Z
-0.714
-0.602
-0.334
-1.832
-1.140
-0.443

P-Value
0.475
0.547
0.738
0.067
0.254
0.658

Theoretical Frameworks
As discussed in Chapter One, there were two theoretical frameworks for this study:
Bolman and Deal’s (2013) leadership frames and Nevarez et al.’s (2013) community college
leadership theory. In this section, connections between the study’s findings as they relate to the
AACC (2005) competencies and each of the frameworks will be discussed.
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Leadership Frames
The first of the two theoretical frameworks was Bolman and Deal’s (2013) four frames of
leadership: structural, human resource, political, and symbolic. It can be argued that each
competency can fit into at least one of these frames. An analysis of the study results as they
connect to the four frames is provided in this section and summarized in Figure 14.
The first frame, structural, emphasizes roles and formal relationships within the
organization. The frame adheres to organizational charts and uses policies and procedures to
create a unified strategy. It is clear that the Organizational Strategy competency fits within the
structural frame. One of the respondents commented that “without the ability to construct and
execute an effective organizational strategy, no combination of the other competencies will lead
to long-term success.” In addition, 95.2% of the survey respondents either agreed or strongly
agreed that Organizational Strategy was essential to their leadership positions. If the structural
frame and Organizational Strategy competency are viewed as being tied closely together, then it
can be concluded that this frame is crucial to the success of a community college leader for
without rules and a clear strategic plan, a president or CAO will have a difficult time adhering to
the college’s mission.
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Leadership frame
Structural

Human resource

Political

Examples
95.2% agreement that Organizational Strategy is
essential
“Without the ability to construct and execute an
effective organizational strategy, no combination of
the other competencies will lead to long-term
success.”
AACC competencies are “relationship-focused”
95.8% agreement that Collaboration is essential
Communication most strongly agreed essential
competency (87.6%)
“Having the right people at the table to make
decisions is imperative.”
“Building relationships is very important”
Personnel Development/Management second most
common additional competency added by
respondents
96.6% agreement that Resource Management is
essential
89.0% agreement that Political Acumen is essential

Community college leaders “must work with …
government, Civic clubs, chambers, … etc.”
Symbolic
Communication most strongly agreed essential
competency (87.6%)
“listening and speaking/writing … are essential in
leadership positions”
Figure 14: Competencies and leadership frames

Data location
SQ5, Table 12,
Figure 9
SQ12, Appendix J

SQ12, Appendix J
SQ5, Table 12,
Figure 9
SQ5, Table 12,
Figure 9
SQ12, Appendix J
SQ12, Appendix J
SQ13

SQ5, Table 12,
Figure 9
SQ13, Table 15,
Figure 10
SQ12, Appendix J
SQ5, Table 12,
Figure 9
SQ12, Appendix J

The second frame, human resource, considers the organization to act as an extended
family using needs, skills, and relationships that allow individuals within the organization to feel
good about their roles and get the job completed. All six competencies could reasonably fit
within this frame. One of the respondents commented that they supported all the AACC
competencies because “the focus is relationship-focused and is of the utmost important [sic] to a
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senior administrator's success.” However, within the human resource frame, “Communication
and collaboration [are] so key” as one leader commented. Another commented that Collaboration
“is one of the most important parts of this job” as “having the right people at the table to make
decisions is imperative.” Communication was the competency with the highest percentage, with
87.6%, of respondents strongly agreeing that it was essential, while 95.8% of respondents either
agreed or strongly agreed that Collaboration was essential.
The idea of establishing productive relationships is a key theme of the human resource
frame. Survey respondents further supported this belief by commenting that “building
relationships is very important” and that “building teams” is a competency missing from
AACC’s list. And of the additional competencies provided by the survey respondents, personnel
development/management had the second highest frequency. Although statistically it was the
lowest rated essential competency, Community College Advocacy is also an important
competency within this frame as employees must be cognizant and supportive of the community
college mission. Without the right people on the job, a community college will not function
effectively.
The political frame, as identified by Bolman and Deal (2013), recognizes conflict,
bargaining, and compromise as being commonplace. Organizations are arenas in which fierce
competition for power and resources takes place. Based on that description, Resource
Management is a key competency within the political frame. Nearly 97% of survey respondents
either agreed or strongly agreed that Resource Management is essential to their leadership
positions. Survey respondents also stressed the importance of fundraising and conflict
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management in their roles as president and CAO. Collaboration is also an important competency
within the political frame as supported by the one respondent’s comment that community college
leaders “must work with national local state government, civic clubs, chambers, economic
development groups, foundation fund raising, grants, etc.”
In additional to the AACC competencies presented, the community college leaders in this
study also overwhelmingly agreed, 89%, that political acumen or political savvy was essential to
their roles, further supporting O’Farrell’s (2016) research that revealed the views of retired
community college presidents that the external environment has become more of a focus and that
leaders must unite as advocates for the mission of community colleges. The political frame can
be used as a means for community college presidents to employ the competencies of Resource
Management and Community College Advocacy to better not only their institution, but the
system as a whole.
The final frame, symbolic, states that organizations are cultures or theaters in which
leaders use ceremonies, myths, and stories to communicate their vision. Communication would
obviously be the most important competency within this frame and as previously mentioned, this
competency had the highest percentage of respondents, 87.6%, strongly agreeing that it is
essential. As one respondent commented, community college leaders must have “good
communication skills” as “listening and speaking/writing … are essential in leadership
positions.” Presidents are the faces of community colleges and as such it is crucial that can
articulate their vision to their community, both internal and external, and that they use
Collaboration to convince their constituents to believe in their vision. Community college leaders
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can also use the symbolic frame to recognize exceptional employees and students through the use
of ceremonies and success stories.
This study revealed that the community college presidents and chief academic officers
surveyed identified Communication as the most essential of the six competencies. As noted
above, Communication is the cornerstone of the symbolic frame of leadership and therefore it
can be concluded that working in this frame is common for community college leaders.
However, this study also demonstrated that political savvy is essential for modern-day
community college leaders. The political frame allows them to negotiate for financial resources
and to cement their institutions’ positions within the communities they serve.
Community College Leadership Theory
The second theoretical framework for this study was the community college leadership
theory as presented by Nevarez et al. (2013). While their research presented 11 different
leadership approaches that could be applied in community college leadership positions, there
were four that were specifically highlighted in Chapter One: political, symbolic, bureaucratic,
and transformational. An analysis of the survey results and how they connect to these four
leadership approaches is included in this section and summarized in Figure 15.
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Leadership
approach
Political

Examples
95.2% agreement that Organizational Strategy is
essential
95.9% agreement that Communication is essential
95.8% agreement that Collaboration is essential
83.5% agreement that Community College
Advocacy is essential
89.0% agreement that Political Acumen is essential

Symbolic

Bureaucratic

Transformational

Communication was the most strongly agreed upon
essential competency (87.6%)
95.2% agreement that Organizational Strategy is
essential
95.2% agreement that Professional is essential;
second highest Strongly Agree percentage, 80.0%
95.2% agreement that Organizational Strategy is
essential
96.6% agreement that Resource Management is
essential
95.9% agreement that Communication is essential
83.5% agreement that Community College
Advocacy is essential
95.2% agreement that Organizational Strategy is
essential
95.9% agreement that Communication is essential
95.8% agreement that Collaboration is essential
83.5% agreement that Community College
Advocacy is essential
95.2% agreement that Professional is essential

Change Management included as an additional
competency by multiple respondents
Figure 15: Competencies and leadership approaches
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As part of the introduction to their community college leadership theory, Nevarez et al.
(2013) produced a matrix of the AACC competencies and the eleven different leadership
approaches detailed in their theory. In their words, the theorists provided the matrix as a handy
reference for “leaders interested in connecting specific competencies to leadership approaches”
(Nevarez et al., 2013, p. xiv). Recall that Communication was identified by the community
college leaders in this study to be the most essential of the AACC competencies with 87.6%
strongly agreeing that it was essential to their leadership positions. In the community college
leadership theory matrix, Communication is connected to all the leadership approaches except
for situational leadership and is the only competency connected to that many leadership
approaches in the matrix. From this it would appear that the community college leaders in this
study along with Nevarez et al. (2013) concur that Communication is essential to community
college leadership.
The first of four specific leadership approaches highlighted in Chapter One was political
leadership. Nevarez et al. (2013) stated that political leadership can be used to embrace conflict
and bargaining to help procure the financial resources necessary for the survival of the
institution. It was discussed in the last section that the 89% of community college leaders in this
study either agreed or strongly agreed that political acumen or political savvy was an essential
competency for current leadership. Nevarez et al. (2013) documented that Organizational
Strategy, Communication, Collaboration, and Community College Advocacy are all connected to
the political leadership approach. Three of those competencies – Organizational Strategy,
Communication, and Collaboration – were either agreed or strongly agreed to be essential by at
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least 95% of respondents while Community College Advocacy resulted in 83.5% agreement.
Therefore, a community college president or CAO who finds themselves in a position where
political leadership is necessary should be prepared to implement those four competencies.
Similar to one of Bolman and Deal’s (2013) organizational frames, symbolic leadership
as defined by Nevarez et al. (2013) allows for leaders to use social interactions that aid in the
construction of meaning and to motive their employees through the use of symbols and rituals.
Communication is obviously very essential for symbolic leaders to be able to communicate
meaning and vision. The competency matrix also connects Organizational Strategy, which can be
used to define specific roles and articulate the leadership vision through a guided plan, and
Professionalism, which had the second highest percentage, 80.0%, of survey respondents who
strongly agreed that it is essential to their leadership positions, to the symbolic leadership
approach. Presidents and CAOs employing a symbolic leadership approach would not be as
concerned with resources, internal or external collaboration, or advocacy as their role would be
more of a visionary leader poised to communicate that vision or mission to their constituents.
The bureaucratic leadership approach is the first one discussed in detail by Nevarez et al.
(2013) as they believe that in an increased age of accountability and public scrutiny, the
bureaucratic approach is necessary for maximizing human and financial resources and as well as
reducing human capital costs by enforcing clear protocols and regulations. Nevarez et al. (2013)
connected the following competencies to bureaucratic leadership: Organizational Strategy, which
would establish rules and regulations; Resource Management (both financial and human), which
had 96.6% essential agreement among survey respondents; Communication; and Community
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College Advocacy, which could be used to reduce public scrutiny by stressing the importance of
the community college mission to the community. Bureaucratic and political leadership are
similar in many ways, as evidenced by the overlap of competencies; however, bureaucratic
leadership focuses less on establishing coalitions and negotiation than political leadership,
evidenced by the exclusion of Collaboration as a connected competency to bureaucratic
leadership.
Lastly, transformational leadership allows for leadership by example through the use of
all the competencies except for Resource Management (Nevarez et al., 2013). Leaders using a
transformational approach must be able to develop and communicate a strong vision, similar to
that of a symbolic leader. The term transformational implies that a change or transformation will
take place. The most direct connection between the results of this study and the transformation
leadership approach was the inclusion of Change Management as an additional competency by
multiple survey respondents. Changes in mission and vision may direct a community college
leader to call for a college-wide initiative that will alter the path of the institution in a new
direction.
Summary
This chapter summarized the results of the survey. Demographic characteristics such as
age, gender, and years in position were presented using descriptive statistics and hypothesis tests
for proportions were conducted to identify potential statistical differences. Descriptive analyses
on the pathways, competencies, and preparations of community college leaders were conducted
which included charts and tables displaying descriptive statistics plus the use of Friedman’s Test
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for differences of k-related samples and subsequent post-hoc analyses using Wilcoxon SignedRank Tests. Research Question One was answered using a scatterplot display and a Spearman
Rank Order Correlation analysis that resulted in a conclusion of statistically significant
correlation between the extent to which leaders agreed that the AACC competencies were
essential to their position and the extent to which they agreed that they were prepared for those
competencies prior to obtaining their current positions. Research Question Two was answered
using a Mann-Whitney U Test that largely resulted in conclusions of no statistically significant
differences between community college presidents and CAOs as they relate to the extent to
which the competencies were rated as essential and the extent to which they indicated that they
had been prepared for the competencies. Further discussion of the results presented in this
chapter as they relate to current practice and future research will take place in Chapter Five.
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CHAPTER FIVE: CONCLUSION
The purpose of this quantitative study was to examine the pathways, competencies, and
preparations for current presidents and CAOs of community colleges. Using a questionnaire
designed by the primary researcher, a demographic analysis revealed common characteristics of
these community college leaders such as gender, age, and years in position, and also established
the pathways they had taken to reach their current positions. Using the AACC competencies as a
structural frame, the surveyed leaders were asked to identify the extent to which they agreed that
those competencies were essential to their positions as well as the extent to which they agreed
that they were properly prepared for each competency. They were also asked to identify the
method of preparation best suited for each competency.
In addition to the structural frame, two theoretical frameworks were used in this study:
Bolman and Deal’s (2013) four frames of leadership and Nevarez et al.’s (2013) community
college leadership theory. The competencies identified by the survey participants have been
grouped in a way to describe how these theories can be applied to community college leadership.
Based on the results of the questionnaire (previously summarized in Chapter Three), two
research questions were addressed in this study:
RQ1: What is the relationship between the competencies and the preparation levels for
those competencies for community college presidents and chief academic
officers?
RQ2: What differences, if any, are there between community college presidents and
chief academic officers related to essential competencies and preparation?
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The answers to these questions, as well as the results of the demographic and statistical analyses,
the relationship of the competencies to leadership theories, and implications for future research
are all discussed in this chapter.
Summary of Method
The ideal population for this study would be all community college presidents and CAOs.
Given the infeasibility of surveying that entire population, however, the researcher focused the
study and sample group on a smaller population that consisted of all current presidents and
CAOs serving at institutions within the eight southeastern states of Alabama, Florida, Georgia,
Mississippi, North Carolina, South Carolina, Tennessee, and Virginia. All eight states are part of
the Southern Association of Colleges and Schools (SACS), thus sharing common missions and
challenges, such as allowing colleges to award baccalaureate degrees in addition to the
traditional associate degrees and being held to the same accreditation standards in relation to
curricula offerings and faculty credentialing.
Within those eight states, there are 209 publicly-funded comprehensive community
colleges, technical colleges, and state colleges that award two-year degrees and thus were
considered to be part of the intended target group. The names and contact information for each of
the 418 leaders in the target group were gathered from each system’s website or individual
institutional directories or by investigating each individual college’s organizational chart and/or
college catalog. Due to some positions not being filled at the time of the survey, letters and
emails were sent to 414 individuals, inviting them to complete the online questionnaire. Of those
that received an invitation, 145 submitted the survey, resulting in a response rate of 35%. While
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some respondents did not answer every question, all 145 surveys were useable. There is not
agreement in the statistical community for any set minimum acceptable response rate (Fowler,
2014). In comparison to similar studies previously cited in the review of the literature, this
study’s response rate of 35% was higher than the 17% rate reported by Price (2012) and the 25%
response rate for Phillippe (2016), and was very close to the approximately 38% response rates
of Duree (2007) and Schmitz (2008). Given the similarity of this study’s response rate to the
rates from those studies cited above, and given the assumptions discussed in Chapter Three
regarding the expected lack of nonresponse bias and non-respondents being missing completely
at random (Fowler, 2014; Lohr, 1999), the literature supported the response rate of 35% as
adequate for the purpose of this study.
Demographics of Community College Leaders
Of the 145 community college leaders who completed the survey, there was almost an
equal split of males and females: 54.5% to 45%, with one leader not identifying a gender.
However, when viewing the presidents and chief academic officers separately, there was a
statistically significant difference (Z = 4.66, p-value < 0.0001) between the percentages of males:
74.3% for presidents and only 35.2% for CAOs. As a comparison, a survey of community
college presidents conducted nearly a decade before found that 68% were males (Schmitz, 2008),
while a study of CAOs conducted just five years prior found that 44% were males (Price, 2012).
Based on these past studies, it would appear that the percentage of male community college
presidents has increased, while the percentage of male CAOs has decreased.
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In addition to gender, respondents were asked to provide their ages at the time of the
study. As cited in the review of the literature presented in Chapter Two, the increasing age of
community college presidents was one of the main reasons that researchers were concerned
about an impending leadership crisis. Of the presidents who responded to this question in the
current survey, the average age was 59.1 years. Studies conducted in 2008 and 2015 found the
average age of community college presidents to be 58 years (Schmitz, 2008) and 58.6 years
(Phillippe, 2016) respectively, thus revealing a continuing increase in age. Of the presidents in
the 2008 study, 43.8% were in the 60-69 age group while only 1.2% were 70 or above. However,
in this study, 47.1% were in the 60-69 age group and 8.8% were 70 or above, further supporting
the notion that community college presidents have increased in age over the past decade.
As for chief academic officers, there would naturally be an expectation that their ages
would be lower than their presidential counterparts simply because the position is considered to
be lower on the leadership ladder. In this study, the average age of the CAOs was 52.8 years with
only 23.6% of respondents recording their ages as 60 or above. In a survey conducted in 2012,
the average age of community college CAOs was reported to be 56.5 years (Price, 2012). The
previous study also reported the standard deviation of the ages, and thus a two-sample t-test was
run to see if the mean age of community college CAOs had decreased in the five years between
studies. Based on the results (T = -3.11, d.f. = 132.265, p-value = 0.0023), it was concluded that
the mean age of community college CAOs had significantly decreased between 2012 and 2017.
So, while the age of presidents had increased during that period, there is statistical evidence that
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the age of CAOs had decreased. These results could signal that the pool of potential presidential
successors was viable and not aging at the same pace as current presidents.
There was also a noticeable difference between the numbers of years each leadership
group had served in their current positions. The presidents had served for an average of 9.55
years, with a median service time of 6.5 years. The CAOs, on the other hand, have been in their
positions for an average of 4.99 years, with a median service time of only three years. Notably,
90% of the CAOs had served for 10 years or less, while only 65% of the presidents had served
for that same amount of time. Interestingly, and in contrast to the other measures of central
tendency, the distribution of presidential ages was bimodal, with one year and three years being
the most common responses. The CAOs also had a modal age of one year. Thus, there would
appear to have been quite a bit of leadership turnover in recent years, given the results showing
that many presidents and CAOs had been in their positions for a short amount of time. However,
the average time in position for the presidents combined with their increasing age suggested that
more turnover may be forthcoming.
The combination of recent turnover and expected turnover should not be surprising, given
that the literature had indicated that upwards of 75% of community college presidents were
expected to retire within 10 years of the studies being conducted (Duree & Ebbers, 2012;
Hockaday & Puyear, 2000; Shults, 2001; Weisman & Vaughn, 2002, 2007). Most recently,
Phillippe (2016) found that 80% of community college chief executive officers were planning to
retire by the year 2025. One of the goals of this study was to attempt to support or refute the
extant literature by asking both the presidents and CAOs surveyed when they expected to retire.
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Of the 70 presidents (48.3% of total respondents) who responded to the question, 51.4%
indicated that they planned to retire within five years, while another 31.4% planned to retire in
the subsequent five years, therefore revealing that nearly 83% planned to retire within a decade.
Given the similarity of this result to that reported by Phillippe (2016), there is a fair level of
certainty that major presidential turnover will occur this coming decade. In contrast, a smaller
percentage (55%) of the CAOs in the survey responded that they planned on retiring during the
next 10 years, therefore allowing for the possibly that there could still be an adequate pool of
seasoned leaders ready to advance as needed.
Community College Leadership Pathways
One of the main components of this study was to examine the pathways taken by
community college presidents and chief academic officers that led them to their current
positions. The leaders participating in this study were first asked to identify the highest degree
they had earned. Of the presidents who responded to the survey, 93% of them held a doctorate
degree while four percent held a professional degree and the remaining three percent held only a
master’s degree. The percentage of presidents holding a doctorate was higher than the 86% to
88% that had been reported in the most recent literature cited on this topic (Amey et al., 2002;
Duree & Ebbers, 2012; Hull & Keim, 2007; McFarlin et al., 1999; Schmitz, 2008; Weisman &
Vaughn, 2002, 2007). Most of that same literature had also reported that the split between
Ph.D.’s and Ed.D.’s was nearly identical but the results of this study reported the number of
presidents holding Ed.D.’s as nearly double the number holding Ph.D.’s.
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For the chief academic officers in this study, 79% held a doctorate degree with a fairly
close to equal split between Ph.D.’s and Ed.D.’s. A two-proportion hypothesis test did result in
the conclusion that, at a 5% level of significance, there was statistically significant difference (Z
= 2.38, p-value = 0.0173) between the number of presidents holding doctorate degrees and the
number of CAOs holding doctorate degrees. The overall percentage of doctorate degree holders
for CAOs was higher than what had been reported in previous literature, a number which had not
been found to be more than three-quarters. A trend toward more CAOs holding doctorate degrees
could be due to a more competitive job market or due to the increase in presidents holding
doctorate degrees. Therefore, it is very possible that potential successors are cognizant of the
need for doctorate degree attainment. With both leadership groups combining for an 85%
doctorate degree attainment rate in this study, it would appear that a doctorate degree may either
be required or highly preferred when community colleges conduct searches for new presidents
and chief academic officers.
Survey participants were also asked to identify the major or field of study for their
highest earned degree. Previous literature had revealed the percentage of community college
presidents with a degree in education to be anywhere between 60% and 72% (McFarlin et al.,
1999; Schmitz, 2008; Weisman & Vaughn, 2002, 2007), many with an emphasis in higher
education or community college leadership. In this study, 78% of the presidents indicated their
field of study to be in fields related to education, curriculum, or leadership. Separating the fields
further resulted in 41% of presidents holding degrees in higher or adult education while 14.5%
explicitly indicated community college leadership as their field of study. Given the increase in
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both the percentage of presidents holding Ed.D.’s, as opposed to Ph.D.’s, and the percentage who
had studied some field of education and/or leadership, a pattern is revealed that more community
college presidents are hiring presidents who have studied the field of higher education leadership
in an effort to develop their skill set. The results for the CAOs in this study were very similar to
the presidents, with 76% indicating fields of study related to education, curriculum, or
leadership; 35% indicated fields of study in higher or adult education; and 11% specifically
indicating community college leadership as their field of study.
The literature on the topic of previous positions, as cited in Chapter Two, was consistent
in stating that approximately half of community college presidents had followed a pathway
through academic affairs. Of the presidents responding to this survey, 47% clearly indicated that
their position most prior to their first presidency was within academic affairs, with the majority
having been CAOs, vice presidents of academic affairs, deans of instruction, or in similar
positions with different titles. For CAOs, the literature cited in Chapter Two provided evidence
that associate vice presidents, deans, and department chairs were the most common positions
prior to being elevated to the top rank within academic affairs. The results of this study were in
agreement with the literature, as 84% of the CAOs responded that their immediate prior positions
had been that of dean, associate vice president, department chair, division chair, director, or
another similarly titled administrative position within academic affairs. Only two respondents
moved directly from faculty positions to CAO roles without additionally serving in other
administrative positions.
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Community College Leadership Competencies
The second main component of this study was to examine the competencies essential for
community college leadership, specifically those previously identified by the AACC in its
seminal 2005 report. Each of the survey respondents were presented with the six competencies
and were asked the extent, based on a five-point Likert scale, to which they agreed that each of
the competencies was essential to their current leadership positions. As expected, based on
previous studies cited in the literature review, the percentage of respondents either agreeing or
strongly agreeing that each competency is essential was at least 80%, confirming that the AACC
competencies are important for community college leaders. However, one competency,
Community College Advocacy, did not appear to be as essential when compared to the other five
competencies. Those five competencies, Organizational Strategy, Resource Management,
Communication, Collaboration, and Professionalism, all had at least 95% agreement for being
essential and nearly identical percentages of disagreement. Community College Advocacy,
however, had only 83.5% agreement with another 12% of the participants responding with
Neither Agree nor Disagree. The differences between the Essential rating scores were tested
using Friedman’s Test and it was concluded that there was a statistically significant difference
between the competencies (Chi-Square = 99.304, df = 5, p-value = 0.000). Pairwise comparisons
using a Wilcoxon Signed Rank test were calculated and the results revealed that Community
College Advocacy was statistically different from the other five competencies and
Communication was statistically different from the other competencies except for
Professionalism. Communication had the highest percentage of respondents who Strongly
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Agreed that the competency was essential, followed then by Professionalism. From these results
it can be concluded that the Communication competency tested to be statistically different from
the other competencies for positive reasons.
Respondents also were provided an opportunity to include open-ended comments
regarding the competencies. The most common responses were that the competencies are
“relevant” and “accurate,” but that they are also “vague” and too “general.” A complete list of
comments can be found in Appendix J. Based on these quantitative results and the comments that
were provided, it can be concluded that the AACC competencies are essential to community
college leadership; however, there may be a need to further define or refine the Community
College Advocacy competency to increase its Essential rating scores.
In addition to the AACC competencies and the opportunity to leave comments regarding
those competencies, survey respondents were also asked to rate their level of agreement on how
essential four additional competencies, each of which had appeared prominently in past literature
on community college leadership, were to their positions: Adaptability, Entrepreneurship,
Political Acumen, and Technical Expertise. There was also space provided for respondents to
identify up to three additional competencies of their choosing and were asked to rate how
essential each of those additional competencies were to their leadership positions. None of the
respondents were in disagreement to Adaptability being considered essential. Political Acumen
also had a high percentage, 90%, of agreement. Entrepreneurship and Technical Expertise were
not identified as essential as the previously mentioned competencies, but at least two-thirds of
the respondents still Agreed or Strongly Agreed that they were essential. Of the free-response
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competencies added by the survey participants, Fundraising, Personnel
Development/Management, Integrity, and Teaching were most frequently included while
Conflict Resolution, Change Management, Legal Expertise, Resource Development, and Team
Building were also identified multiple times.
Preparation of Leadership Competencies
The third main component of this study was the preparation of the AACC leadership
competencies. Each of the survey respondents were presented the six competencies identified by
the AACC (2005) and were asked the extent, based on a five-point Likert scale, to which they
agreed that they had been prepared for each competency prior to assuming their current
leadership position. The goal here was to identify any potential competencies for which
community college leaders had not been adequately prepared. The results of this question were
more varied than the results previously presented for the Essential variable. Aside from the
Community College Advocacy competency, at least 80% of the respondents indicated agreement
that they had been prepared for each competency. However, the percentage answering Strongly
Agree for Communication and Professionalism were much higher than for Organizational
Strategy, Resource Management, and Community College Advocacy with Collaboration being
near 50%. It was noted in the previous section that Communication and Professionalism also had
the highest percentages of Strongly Agree responses for the Essential rating. This relationship
between the Essential and Prepared variables will be explored more in depth as part of the
summary for Research Question One.
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A Freidman’s Test was performed to see if there were differences between the Prepared
ratings across the competencies, the result of which was there was a statistically significant
difference (Chi-Square = 142.897, df = 5, p-value = 0.000). A post-hoc analysis using a
Wilcoxon Signed Rank Test revealed that Community College Advocacy was significantly
different than all other competencies aside from Resource Management, which had the second
highest number of Neither Agree nor Disagree responses; Professionalism was significantly
different than all other competencies aside from Communication; and that each of the other four
competencies were significantly different than three of the remaining competencies.
As noted, Community College Advocacy had the lowest percentage of agreement on
preparation. In addition, this competency had the largest number of Neither Agree nor Disagree
responses and more than double the number of leaders who disagreed that they were prepared for
this competency than for any other competency. It would appear that the community college
leaders responding to this survey were not as prepared for the Community College Advocacy
competency, which is notable because they also did not agree that this competency was as
essential as the other competencies as stated in the previous section. It is possible that there
exists some ambiguity as to what Community College Advocacy means in the eyes of
community college leaders which in turn may have led them to respond that they had not been as
prepared for this competency. As previously mentioned, there may be a need to redefine what
Community College Advocacy represents and how best to be prepared for it.
Survey respondents were also asked to identify the preparation method they agreed was
best for each of the competencies. There were five methods, all selected based on being
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repeatedly mentioned in the review of the literature, provided to the respondents for each of the
six competencies: Doctoral Studies, “Grow-Your-Own” Programs, Leadership
Workshops/Seminars/Institutes, Mentoring, and On-the-Job Experiences. On-the-Job
Experiences was the most common response for all of the competencies except Community
College Advocacy. “Grow-Your-Own” Programs received the fewest number of responses for all
six competencies. The highest percentage of responses for Doctoral Studies was for the
Organizational Strategy competency.
One of the respondents made the comment: “as much as this is taught in everything we
do, you are never really prepared for the presidency until you get on the job.” This comment is
validated by the large percentage of leaders identifying On-the-Job experiences as the best
competency preparation. “Grow-Your-Own” programs, while not as commonly identified as the
best method of preparation, was identified by at least one respondent in every competency,
leading to the conclusion that these types of programs are useful, low-cost alternatives to more
expensive and time-consuming preparation methods. It was previously noted that the Essential
and Prepared ratings for Community College Advocacy differed from the ratings of the other
competencies. The same was revealed to be true for the methods of preparation as the responses
for Community College Advocacy stood out from the responses for the other competencies.
Research Question One
The first of two research questions posed in this study was: What is the relationship
between the competencies and the preparation levels for those competencies for community
college presidents and chief academic officers? To answer this question, the results from the
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question on the extent to which the leaders agreed that the competencies are essential to their
positions were paired with the results from the question on the extent to which the leaders agreed
that they were prepared for each competency. The six pairings were plotted and then tested for a
correlation based on a Spearman Rank Order Correlation analysis. The scatterplot indicated a
positive trend for most of the competencies, in other words the higher the leaders rated the level
to which they considered the competencies to be essential, they also rated the level to which they
had been prepared for each competency higher. The lone exception was the Communication
competency which had the highest Essential rating but only the second highest Prepared rating.
The point representing Communication was the one point out of alignment from the other five
points.
The results of the correlation analysis confirmed the hypothesis based on the scatterplot
as it was found that there was a statistical correlation between the Essential rating of a
competency and the Prepared rating of the same competency, based on a 5% level of
significance, for every competency except Communication. Therefore, it can be concluded that
the two variables are positively correlated, meaning that as the Essential rating for the
competency increased, so did the Prepared rating. However, it is not possible from this data to
determine if there is a causation effect between the two variables. One possible conclusion could
be that programs, such as leadership workshops, are structured around the AACC competencies
which in turn instills participants with an appreciation of how essential those competencies are to
leadership positions. It is also possible, based on some of the comments offered by the survey
respondents, that the AACC competencies are universal across community college positions,
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therefore preparing presidents and CAOs for their positions through on-the-job experiences in
previous roles. As for Communication, the one competency that did not exhibit the same amount
of correlation as the other competencies, the results could be attributed to the particular
responses offered within this sample. There was a high percentage of agreement as to the level of
how essential Communication is to leadership that could have affected the correlation results.
Another possible explanation is that Communication could be more of an inherent trait in
successful leaders, not something they are necessarily prepared for through specific preparation
methods. It should also be noted that there were eight pairings of unlike competencies in which
there were statistically significant positive correlations, but since those comparisons were not
intended to be part of Research Question One, no further explanation for these pairings has been
provided.
Research Question Two
The results and conclusions regarding the Essential ratings and Prepared ratings for the
AACC competencies have to this point been presented in aggregate based on the combined
sample of presidents and chief academic officers. The second research question (What
differences, if any, are there between community college presidents and chief academic officers
related to essential competencies and preparation?) was intended to identify any differences
between the two leadership groups. To answer Research Question Two, comparisons were made
for both the extent of agreement on the Essential variable for each competency as well as the
extent of agreement on the Prepared variable for each competency using Current Position as a
control variable.
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For the Essential variable, only Collaboration was found to have a statistically significant
difference, assuming a 5% level of significance, between the two leadership groups (Z = -2.979,
p-value = 0.003) with chief academic officers being more likely to agree that Collaboration is
essential for their position. One possible explanation for this difference could be that CAOs have
to collaborate more with faculty across multiple departments as they develop curriculum,
program reviews, pedagogical changes aimed at increasing student success, and the creation of
new baccalaureate and workforce programs.
For the Prepared variable, there were no statistically significant differences, assuming a
5% level of significance, between the two groups of leaders for any of the competencies. From
this result it could be concluded that the methods in which community college leaders are
prepared for their positions target the competencies needed for both presidents and chief
academic officers. If that is the case, then no differences in preparation would be expected.
Doctoral programs in higher education administration or community college leadership are not
designed for just one specific position or one specific area such as academic affairs or student
affairs. While mentorship of presidents may be different than how CAOs could be mentored
given the different responsibilities of each role, it does not appear that each leadership group is
prepared for their roles any differently when focusing on leadership competencies. The result of
there being no statistically significant differences between the groups may also suggest that
CAOs are adequately prepared for community college presidencies before entering in those
roles, which would aid in the facilitation of leadership succession.
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Theoretical Framework – Leadership Frames
There were two theoretical frameworks for this study, the first of which was Bolman and
Deal’s (2013) four frames of leadership: structural, human resource, political, and symbolic. This
study revealed that all six AACC competencies, as well as some of the other competencies
mentioned in cited literature and included by survey respondents, are essential to leadership
positions. There does not, however, appear to be one single frame that is best suited to
community college presidents and CAOs. In fact, the best leaders are more likely to incorporate
all four frames by using sensemaking and reframing (Bolman & Gallos, 2011) to apply different
frames and competencies to specific situations as are warranted.
Many of the presidents and CAOs that responded to the survey had been in their current
positions for a short time as evidenced by the modal years in position of one year for both
leadership groups. A president who has been newly hired at a community college for which they
were not previously employed would need to ensure that they have a strong team working with
them. In that scenario, the president will need to use the Collaboration competency within the
human resource frame to establish working relationships and to build teams. Likewise, a recently
hired CAO will need to ensure that he or she has the most qualified faculty in leadership
positions to execute the academic mission of the college.
As community college leaders become more experienced within a growing institution,
Resource Management will be crucial. As one survey respondent commented, “a president with
an academically mediocre college will last far longer than one who has lost control of their
finances.” With state appropriations decreasing and tuition rising, a community college president
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will find it necessary to apply the political frame to influence state legislators to allocate more
funding or to get local business and industry leaders to financially support the college through
scholarships or building sponsorships. However, Resource Management can also include the
individuals working for the college which squarely puts this competency in the human resource
frame. Community college leaders employing the human resource frame must ensure that they
have the right people doing the jobs they are best trained and prepared to do, thus maximizing
their resources to the benefit of the college as a whole.
As suggested by O’Farrell (2016), community college presidents can also incorporate the
political frame to build coalitions as a means for employing the Community College Advocacy
competency. With increasing accountability from external groups, such as lawmakers,
community college presidents can and should work together to further support the community
college system as a whole. By being advocates for their individual institutions as well as the
overarching mission shared by all community colleges, presidents working together toward a
unified goal within the political frame have the potential to produce more gains than by working
in their own silos.
O’Farrell’s (2016) research also revealed that Resource Management should be a vitally
important competency for community college presidents. This study showed that the
respondents, both presidents and CAOs, had the least agreement that they were prepared for the
Community College Advocacy and Resource Management competencies. Pairwise comparisons
indicated that these two competencies were similar to each other in their results, but that they
were statistically different from the other four competencies when considering prior preparation.
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So, while the respondents did overwhelming agree that political acumen is also essential to their
positions, they do not appear to have been prepared for a political role or frame prior to assuming
their current positions.
This study also revealed high levels of agreement that Organizational Strategy is essential
for community college presidents and chief academic officers. As one respondent commented,
“without the ability to construct and execute an effective organizational strategy, no combination
of the other competencies will lead to long-term success.” From this comment, it is possible to
conclude that the structural frame is critical for a leader to be successful. A president or CAO
desiring to embark on a comprehensive change in Organizational Strategy may need to first work
within the structural frame to establish a clear and coherent strategic plan. Once that strategic
plan is in place, the president will be the focal point for communicating that plan to the college’s
constituencies, likewise the CAO to the faculty, which requires using the symbolic frame. By
reframing (Bolman & Gallos, 2011), a college leader can communicate their vision to those that
will be tasked with implementing the college’s plan, which then can bring the leader back to the
human resource frame to ensure that they right people are in place to successfully lead the
college through the plan. This example further supports the need for community college leaders
to be versed in Bolman and Deal’s (2013) four frames of leadership and how to use reframing to
successfully execute those frames.
Theoretical Framework – Community College Leadership
The second theoretical framework used in this study was Nevarez et al.’s (2013)
community college leadership theory. The authors of this framework identified 11 different
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leadership approaches as well as a matrix that connects the six AACC (2005) competencies to
their various leadership approaches.
Based on the literature and the findings of this study, it can be concluded that no one
leadership theory is most effective for community college presidents and chief academic officers.
Communication was the competency with the highest percentage of survey respondents who
agreed that it was essential to their leadership positions. In Nevarez et al.’s (2013) competency
matrix, Communication was the only competency that was connected to 10 of the 11 leadership
approaches. The presidents and CAOs responding in this study seem to agree with Nevarez et al.
(2013) as to the importance of communication in practice.
Professionalism was the competency with the second highest percentage of agreement
that it was essential to community college presidents and CAOs. However, of the four main
leadership approaches that were discussed in Chapter One and Chapter Two, Nevarez et al.
(2013) did not connect Professionalism to either bureaucratic leadership or political leadership in
their matrix. This contrast could be explained by the definitions used by the theorists and
community college leaders. Nevarez et al. (2013), based on their review of the AACC (2005)
competencies, described Professionalism as an “ethical values-based approach” (p. xv)
employing honesty and caring to promote advancement of the institution’s mission whereas for
political leadership as conflict and coalitions competing for both power and resources. By those
definitions, it would seem obvious that Professionalism does not fit within the political
leadership approach; however, a high percentage of survey respondents agreed that both
Professionalism and Political Acumen are essential competencies for their positions. As one
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survey respondent commented, “professionalism is a vague term that is relative to one’s
perceptions and experiences.” It is possible that community college leaders recognize the need to
be political in their positions while at the same time remaining professional based on their
definition of the term.
In contrast to the high levels of agreement revealed for Communication and
Professionalism, Community College Advocacy had the lowest percentage of agreement among
the survey respondents for being essential to their positions, yet Nevarez et al. (2013) connected
this competency to eight of their 11 leadership approaches. This apparent dichotomy is difficult
to explain given that a community college leader should be an advocate for their college and the
open-access mission shared by all community colleges. It is possible that Community College
Advocacy is not a true competency as compared with the other five included in the AACC
(2005) list, or it could be that this competency needs to be more clearly defined for leaders to
understand its importance and relationship to leadership approaches. As opposed to the
discussion on Professionalism in the last paragraph, Community College Advocacy can be a
major component of political leadership as the coalitions that are formed, such as a council of
presidents, could and should advocate for their systems as a whole when dealing with
legislatures looking to cut funding or make other detrimental changes that affect all community
colleges.
Similar to the argument made for Bolman and Deal’s (2013) four frames of leadership,
successful leaders are more likely to use different leadership styles depending on the current state
of their institutions. As one leader commented in the survey, “exposure to real-life situations is
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essential to developing the right responses and perspectives.” Each leader must find a leadership
approach that works best for them and the needs of their particular institution. However, that
approach may need to be adjusted depending on the situation at hand. “In the end, how a leader
responds in situations of the moment is critical” as commented by one of the surveyed leaders.
Understanding different leadership approaches as they apply in practice, in connection with the
AACC competencies and a leader’s own style, is critically important for community college
leadership (Nevarez et al., 2013).
Limitations
A list of limitations that were known prior to conducting the study can be found in
Chapter One. The first limitation in that list was that the results of this study were limited only to
those community college presidents and chief academic officers that were in their positions
during the year of the study. When developing the list of leaders to be contacted for inclusion in
the study, it was found that quite a few individuals were listed on their respective colleges’
websites as serving in interim positions. Those leaders were still invited to participate in the
survey, however, a few of them, probably less than 10 total, were already cycling out of those
interim positions by the time the initial email and letter were sent out. Other leaders that had
been included in the database were no longer in same positions by the time the initial email was
sent out and there were also positions that were vacant at the time the survey invitations were
sent out. This had the effect of lowering the number of potential respondents from the very
beginning of the survey.
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Another limitation that had been identified prior to beginning the study was that without
incentives being offered to survey respondents, there was limited control over the response rate.
What had not been anticipated prior to the study that also limited the response rate was the
timing of the questionnaire being sent out. Gainsight (2017) highlights how poor survey timing
can lead to lower survey response rates. One specific issue with poor timing mentioned is how
respondents can be distracted by the work they need to accomplish during that same time period.
The primary researcher had intended for the survey to be conducted during the summer semester,
a time when there are less distractions for presidents and especially CAOs due to fewer students
being on campus and less state meetings to attend. However, there were delays in the IRB
approval process that pushed the survey back to the beginning of the fall semester.
Then, approximately three weeks into the survey, a major hurricane impacted Florida and
other southeastern states. Due to college closings and significant loss of power and internet
access limitations, it is very possible that the response rate was hampered due to the timing of
this natural disaster and the survey. The U.S. Department of Labor’s Bureau of Labor Statistics
reported that nonresponses to the Job Openings and Labor Turnover Survey increased in Florida
during the reporting period coinciding with Hurricane Irma’s landfall (Bureau of Labor
Statistics, n.d.). A lack of internet access could be classified as a coverage error which in turn led
to a lower response rate (Couper, 2000). It is impossible to know what effect the decision to not
extend the survey longer may have had on the response rate.
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Recommendations for Practice
The findings of this study for the most part reinforce what had been cited in the review of
the literature. The competencies determined by the American Association of Community
Colleges to be essential for community college leadership were validated by the presidents and
chief academic officers in this study. An overwhelming majority of the survey respondents either
Agreed or Strongly Agreed that each competency was essential to their positions and were
prepared for each competency prior to first starting in their current positions. While there are
some suggestions offered regarding competencies that are not included in the AACC (2005)
report, which are discussed in the next section on future research, the six competencies of
Organizational Strategy, Resource Management, Communication, Collaboration, Community
College Advocacy, and Professionalism should continue to be the focus of doctoral and
leadership development programs.
One of the reasons cited as part of the significance of this study was that the literature had
documented a leadership crisis had developed due to concerns that a large percentage of
community college presidents would be retiring in the short term and that there would not be
enough qualified leaders to replace them. The most recently cited study regarding retirement
found that approximately 80% of community college presidents surveyed in 2015 expected to
retire within 10 years (Phillippe, 2016). Of the current presidents surveyed in this study, nearly
83% expect to retire within 10 years, which would be the year 2027, thus validating the previous
study conducted two years prior. In 2016, two articles discussed the concern that there will not
be enough leaders from the Gen-X generation who will be ready to assume presidential roles
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(Goings, 2016; Smith, 2016). Of the CAOs surveyed in this study, only 39% were currently
below the age of 50 and would be considered part of the Gen-X generation. Given that nearly
50% of community college presidents followed the academic affairs pathway, the concerns of a
leadership gap could be correct. However, the CAOs in this study appeared to be as prepared for
the AACC competencies as their presidential counterparts, therefore those leaders that are poised
to become presidents are already well on their way to being prepared for the position.
It is also clear from the findings of this study that many of the current presidents and
CAOs are relatively new to their roles. It was found that 44% of the presidents and 70% of the
CAOs had been in their current positions for no more than five years. The majority of the leaders
responding to the survey agreed that on-the-job experiences in their professional roles were the
best methods for competency preparation. Therefore, it is imperative for local boards of trustees
to ensure that their recently hired presidents continue to develop their leadership competencies,
while at the same time presidents should ensure that the CAOs directly reporting to them are
properly mentored and prepared for higher-level responsibilities.
Along those same lines, on-the-job experiences would also play important roles in
succession planning. Effective succession plans focus on potential, preparation, and performance
(Ebbers et al., 2010) and act as guides for competency development as community college
leaders progress toward higher-level leadership positions (Riggs, 2009). With so many leaders in
this study responding that on-the-job experiences were the best method for competency
development, designing a succession plan around such experiences would strengthen the pool of
presidential and CAO candidates. Not only would such candidates be prepared to step into
156

internal roles at the colleges if the need arises, they would also be prepared to move on to higher
positions at other community colleges, which in turn could also strengthen advocacy for
community colleges as those leaders with experience in such institutions stay within that
hierarchy.
Recommendations for Higher Educational Leadership Doctoral Programs
One of the preparation methods presented to the leaders in this study was that of doctoral
studies. For each of the six AACC competencies presented to the respondents, there was at least
one response indicating that doctoral studies were the best preparation for that particular
competency. However, doctoral studies were not the most common response for any of the six
competencies. This section discusses suggested improvements for doctoral programs in higher
education leadership or community college leadership.
One of the respondents commented that of the AACC competencies, “organizational
strategy and resource management are the two most compatible with academic study.” This
comment was further supported by the other respondents as Organizational Strategy had the
highest percentage of responses, 20%, for doctoral studies being the best preparation. These
results lead to a reasonable conclusion that doctoral programs in educational leadership already
have an organizational theory, strategy, or administration course in their curriculum or at the
very least should be considering the addition of such a course. That being said, faculty in
doctoral programs need to be cognizant of the changing dynamics and needs of community
colleges (Hammons & Miller, 2006) and therefore knowledge of current strategies being
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employed successfully in community colleges is essential to ensuring the relevance of the course
objectives.
As for Resource Management, only 9.7% of the respondents identified doctoral studies as
the best preparation method for that competency. The results appear to validate a study by
McNair et al. (2011) previously discussed in Chapter Two in which community college leaders
revealed that their biggest gaps in doctoral preparation were in the Resource Management
competency, particularly in the areas of finance and fundraising. Changing needs related to
fundraising and budgeting were also an issue identified by the leaders in Hammons and Miller’s
(2006) study. In addition, fundraising was the most commonly mentioned additional competency
by the respondents of this study. The results of this study suggested that doctoral programs in
higher education leadership should include or improve a course based on finance, possibly with
more focus on performance funding, grant writing, and external fundraising.
In this study, Community College Advocacy was agreed to be essential by the fewest
number of respondents compared to the other competencies and the fewest number of
respondents agreed that they had been prepared for this competency prior to assuming their
current positions. While the largest percentage of respondents chose leadership
workshops/seminars/institute as the best method of preparation for Community College
Advocacy, this competency did have the second-highest response rate for doctoral studies.
Therefore, for leadership programs that are not centrally focused on community colleges, an
elective course in community college history and mission could be useful for those students
interested in pursuing a career in these institutions.
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Lastly, another respondent commented that a prospective leader “can learn about all these
competencies in doctoral studies, but if you don't tap into them on the job, learning about them is
a moot point.” This comment echoes the results of a study by Li et al. (2011) revealing that
doctoral coursework tends to be disconnected from the actual practice of community college
leadership as well as this study’s findings that on-the-job experiences were identified as the best
competency preparation method. It is suggested that more practical relevance needs to be
incorporated in the curriculum of doctoral programs possibly through the use of internships or
cooperative education, courses taught by current community college leaders such as presidents
and vice presidents, or through site visits to local community colleges where doctoral students
can witness leadership in practice.
Recommendations for Future Research
The focus of this study was broad in that there were three components of major emphasis:
pathways, competencies, and preparation. Based on the results of the study, there are
implications for future research for each of the three components, but not necessarily as a single
research study as was done here.
Pathways (and Demographics)
The demographics data in this study revealed that the percentage of male community
college presidents was still quite high, while female CAOs outnumbered their male counterparts.
Is this a trend that will continue over the next five to 10 years? The results also indicated that
nearly half of community college presidents come from academic affairs pathways, with many
presidents having previously served as CAOs. Also, approximately 50% of the presidents at the
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time of the study were expecting to retire in the next five years. Given these results, it would be
useful to conduct a study of community college presidents in the year 2022 to see how many did
in fact retire and if the percentage of female presidents increased as a result of hiring more of the
current female CAOs.
For the CAOs, there are also signs of age advancement and therefore it may become
necessary to refill these ranks as well. Again, nearly half of the current community college
presidents are expecting to retire in the five years after completion of this study. The results of
this study also revealed that 28% of the current CAOs expected to retire in that same time frame
and that 38% of the CAOs surveyed were already in their fifties. When the impending wave of
community college presidents do retire, a sizeable portion of the possible pool of replacements
will have also retired or will be at such an age that if they were hired as presidents, it would not
be reasonable to expect them to stay in the position for 10 or more years. Unless community
colleges want to continuously hire their top leaders every five years, there will have to be a wave
of hires from the Gen-X generation as referenced in the literature (Goings, 2016; Smith, 2016).
Therefore, a future study of both leadership groups – presidents and CAOs – would be useful to
determine if there are differences in the demographics of the leaders at that time as compared to
now.
It could also be useful in the future to determine if there will continue to be a trend of
community college presidents following academic pathways. In addition, will the trend of more
presidents with Ed.D.’s in the focus areas of higher education or community college leadership
continue in the future? The results of this study suggest that both of these have happened up until
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now. Determining if both trends will continue would be important to know, because if there is a
need for more leaders having an educational background in higher education leadership, then
there may be a need for more doctoral programs that offer such degrees. It will also be good
information for presidential search firms and local boards of trustees to have as they search for
new individuals to transition into these positions.
Competencies
The results of this study in addition to the results cited in the literature review have
demonstrated that the competencies established by the AACC are essential for community
college leaders. While there were some statistically significant differences of essential rating
scores between some of the competencies as discussed earlier, an overwhelming majority of both
presidents and CAOs in this study agreed that all six competencies were essential for their
positions. However, as evidenced by the agreement of the additional competencies provided on
the questionnaire, the competencies that were added by the survey respondents, and the
comments left by some of the respondents, there are additional competencies to be considered.
The one competency that clearly had a lower level of agreement on being essential was
Community College Advocacy. There may be a need to more clearly and definitively define
what this competency represents to community college leaders. It could be that the survey
respondents in this study did not fully understand how this competency fit with the other five or
what exactly it meant as far as how it would be applied to their positions. A more in-depth study
on this competency, including testing to see if there were differences in the essential ratings
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based on how long leaders had been in their current positions, would be useful for determining
how Community College Advocacy should be addressed in the future.
The original report, Competencies for Community College Leaders, published by the
AACC in 2005, listed the six competencies used as the structural framework for this study, along
with “illustrations” or sub competencies. For example, the illustration “maintain and grow
college personnel and fiscal resources and assets” (AACC, 2005, p. 4) was included as part of
the Organizational Strategy competency. As discussed in Chapter Four, fundraising was one of
the most common responses to the survey question that allowed the respondents to include their
own competencies. Another illustration related to fundraising, “take an entrepreneurial stance in
seeking ethical alternative funding sources” (AACC, 2005, p. 4), was included as part of the
Resource Management competency. It is possible that many of the competencies added by the
survey respondents were in fact included in the main six competencies but the respondents had
not been aware. Therefore, a future study could present the AACC competencies including all of
their sub competencies and ask leaders to what extent the subparts are paired with the correct
competencies. Such a study could also prompt the participants to reorganize the main
competencies, possibly renaming them as well, to create a comprehensive list that may bring
more clarity to current and future leaders.
Two of the respondents left comments mentioning the Aspen Institute and the
competencies that the organization has included in their programs. One respondent specifically
wrote that they thought the AACC competencies “are overall appropriate but a more
representative list of competencies is with the Aspen Institute programs.” A future research study
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could incorporate the Aspen competencies together with the AACC competencies as a more
comprehensive list and send those out to community college leadership for reflection. There
could likely be some overlap between the competencies and those could be explored as well. The
leaders contacted for such a study could be asked to rank the competencies in order by
importance in an effort to determine which competencies are most critical for community college
leadership. As suggested by one of the respondents in this study, the results of such an inquiry
could then be provided as “a handbook [that] would be especially beneficial.”
It should also be noted that this entire study was framed from a perspective of what is
important now. However, in higher education, one of the issues most often presented in meetings
with college leadership is the need to prepare students for jobs that do not yet exist. Is this an
important question to ask of community college leadership preparation as well: what skills or
competencies will community college leaders in 2025 need to know? One of the survey
respondents commented that the competencies “should be re-visited in the near future due to
recent changes in vision.” Future research could frame the question of competencies in the
context of not only what are essential for leadership positions now but also what will be essential
for successful leadership 10 to 15 years from now. Such a research study may need to be
qualitative instead of quantitative since the future outlook may be much more subjective and
open-ended.
Preparation
The results of this study indicated that the surveyed community college leaders agreed
that they had been adequately prepared for each of the six AACC competencies prior to starting
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in their current positions. It was most common for survey respondents to indicate that on-the-job
experiences were the preferred method of competency preparation. One of the survey
respondents commented that the competencies were essential and that they “should be
incorporated into hiring and professional development experiences.” This comment begs the
questions: How often is this accomplished and what are the best ways to incorporate leadership
competencies in the hiring and professional development processes? For example, the college at
which the primary researcher of this study was employed offers a leadership academy to its
employees, providing sessions that are framed by one of the six AACC competencies. Are these
programs common amongst community colleges? As far as hiring processes are concerned, are
colleges using the competencies as a basis for the questions they ask during interviews? A future
study that aims toward answering these questions could be very useful to human resources
directors at community colleges and those individuals in charge of developing both in-house and
regional or national conferences.
Conclusion
This study explored the pathways, competencies, and preparation for community college
presidents and chief academic officers. The findings supported the premise that the average age
of presidents has been increasing, with more than 80% of the current presidents expected to retire
by the year 2025. The majority of presidents reach that position via academic affairs pathways,
implying that the position of CAO is most likely to be considered next in line for a presidency. A
doctorate degree is virtually a requirement for community college presidents and CAOs, with an
emphasis on higher education or community college leadership being most common.
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Community college presidents and CAOs almost uniformly agreed that the six
competencies identified by the AACC are essential to their positions and they agreed that they
had been prepared for most of them. While there was very little difference between how the
presidents viewed the competencies and preparations as compared to how the CAOs viewed
them, there was, however, a direct correlation between the extent to which these leaders agreed
that the competencies are essential and how well they were prepared.

165

APPENDIX A: SURVEY INSTRUMENT
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Community College Leadership Questionnaire
Q1 What is your current leadership position?
 President (1)
 Chief Academic Officer (2)
 Other (please specify) (3) ____________________

Q2 What is the highest degree that you have earned?






Bachelor's Degree (1)
Master's Degree (2)
Ph.D. (3)
Ed.D. (4)
Other Professional Degree (please specify) (5) ____________________

Q3 In what field/major was your highest earned degree?

Q4 What position did you hold immediately before you entered each of the following positions
for the first time? If you have not held such position, please use N/A as your response.
President (1)
Chief Academic Officer (2)
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Q5 For each of the following competencies identified by the AACC, indicate the extent to which
you agree that competency is essential for your leadership position.
Strongly
Disagree (1)

Disagree (2)

Neither Agree
nor Disagree (3)

Agree (4)

Strongly Agree
(5)

Organizational
Strategy (1)





























































Resource
Management
(2)
Communication
(3)
Collaboration
(4)
Community
College
Advocacy (5)
Professionalism
(6)
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Q6 For each of the following competencies identified by the AACC, indicate the extent to which
you agree that you were prepared for that competency before assuming your current position.
Strongly
Disagree (1)

Disagree (2)

Neither Agree
nor Disagree (3)

Agree (4)

Strongly Agree
(5)

Organizational
Strategy (1)





























































Resource
Management
(2)
Communication
(3)
Collaboration
(4)
Community
College
Advocacy (5)
Professionalism
(6)
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Q7 For each of the following competencies identified by the AACC, what method of preparation
would you agree is the best preparation for that competency?
Doctoral
Studies (1)

"GrowYour-Own"
Programs
(2)

Leadership
Workshops/Seminars/Institutes
(3)

Mentoring
(4)

On-the-Job
Experiences
(5)

Organizational
Strategy (1)





























































Resource
Management
(2)
Communication
(3)
Collaboration
(4)
Community
College
Advocacy (5)
Professionalism
(6)
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Q8 What is your gender?
 Female (1)
 Male (2)
 Other (3)

Q9 What is your age?

Q10 How many years have you been in each of the following positions? If you have not held
such position, please use N/A for your response.
President (1)
Chief Academic Officer (2)

Q11 When do you expect to retire from your current position?






Within 5 years (1)
Within 6-10 years (2)
Within 11-15 years (3)
More than 15 years (4)
I have not given this any thought (5)

Q12 What are your observations about the current community college competencies identified by
the AACC?
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Q13 For each of the following additional competencies, indicate the extent to which you agree
that competency is essential for your leadership position and should be included in future
discussions regarding leadership competencies.
Strongly
Disagree (1)

Adaptability (1)

Disagree (2)

Neither Agree
nor Disagree (3)

Agree (4)

Strongly Agree
(5)







































































Entrepreneurship
(2)
Political
Acumen (3)
Technical
Expertise (4)
Other (please
specify) (5)
Other (please
specify) (6)
Other (please
specify) (7)
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August 16, 2017
Dr. E. Ann McGee
Seminole State College of Florida
100 Weldon Blvd
Sanford, FL 32773-6199
Dear Dr. McGee:
I am writing to ask your help with a study of community college leadership. The purpose of this study is
to examine the pathways, competencies, and preparation of community college presidents and chief
academic officers.
It is my understanding that you are currently the president or chief academic officer of a comprehensive
community, technical, or state college in which the primary mission focuses on two-year degrees. I am
contacting a sample of leaders like yourself to find out how they progressed to their leadership roles, the
extent to which they agree that the competencies defined by the American Association of Community
College are essential for their leadership roles, the extent to which they agree that they were prepared for
each competency, and their opinions as to the best preparation methods for each competency.
You should have also received an email with your unique link to the questionnaire, identification number,
and the questionnaire password. If you did not receive an email with this information, please send me an
email with your preferred email address to mintonr@knights.ucf.edu and I will resend the link to you.
Your answers are completely confidential and will be released only as summaries in which no
individual’s answers can be identified. This survey is voluntary; however, you can assist me with my
research by taking a few minutes to share your experiences and opinions about community college
leadership. The survey will be open for a period of 30 days. If for some reason you prefer not to take part
in the study, please let me know by replying to that email indicating that you wish to be removed from my
mailing list.
If you have any questions or comments, I would be happy to speak with you. My direct number is 407451-5777 and my email address is mintonr@knights.ucf.edu. You may also contact my dissertation
adviser, Dr. Kathleen P. King at 407-823-4751 or Kathleen.king@ucf.edu for additional information.
Thank you very much for helping with this important study.
Sincerely,
Tommy Minton
Doctoral Candidate, Educational Leadership – Higher Education
University of Central Florida
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From: Tommy Minton [mintonr@knights.ucf.edu]
Sent: Wednesday, August 16, 2017 9:00 AM
To: mcgeea@seminolestate.edu
Subject: Community College Leadership Survey Invitation
Dear Dr. McGee:
I am writing to ask your help with a study of community college leadership. The purpose of this study is
to examine the pathways, competencies, and preparation of community college presidents and chief
academic officers.
It is my understanding that you are currently the president or chief academic officer of a comprehensive
community, technical, or a state college in which the primary mission focuses on two-year degrees. I am
contacting a sample of leaders like yourself to find out how they progressed to their leadership roles, the
extent to which they agree that the competencies defined by the American Association of Community
College are essential for their leadership roles, the extent to which they agree that they were prepared for
each competency, and their opinions as to the best preparation methods for each competency.
The questionnaire can be completed at the following link: Take the Survey OR you can copy and paste
the following URL into your internet
browser: http://ucf.qualtrics.com/jfe/preview/SV_6gpYpjILiDvxkOx?Q_CHL=preview. Your
answers are completely confidential and will be released only as summaries in which no individual’s
answers can be identified. Please be sure to enter the identification number “7229” and password
“Minton2017” so that I will know that you completed the questionnaire and can ensure that duplicate
questionnaires are not counted. This survey is voluntary; however, you can assist me with my research by
taking a few minutes to share your experiences and opinions about community college leadership. The
survey will be open for a period of 30 days. If you need to exit the survey before completion, you can
simply close and later reopen the survey using the same link above and your previous responses will
saved. If for some reason you prefer not to take part in the study, please let me know by replying to that
email indicating that you wish to be removed from my mailing list.
If you have any questions or comments, I would be happy to speak with you. My direct number is 407451-5777 and my email address is mintonr@knights.ucf.edu. You may also contact my dissertation
adviser, Dr. Kathleen P. King at 407-823-4751 or Kathleen.king@ucf.edu for additional information.
Thank you very much for helping with this important study.
Sincerely,
Tommy Minton
Doctoral Candidate, Educational Leadership – Higher Education
University of Central Florida
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From: Tommy Minton [mintonr@knights.ucf.edu]
Sent: Monday, August 28, 2017 10:49 AM
To: acunningham@savannahtech.edu
Subject: Community College Leadership Survey Invitation
Dear Dr. Al Cunningham:
Within the past couple of weeks, both a letter and email were sent to you with a link to a questionnaire
seeking your input regarding community college leadership. You were selected due to your current
position as president or chief academic officer of a comprehensive community, technical, or state college.
Unfortunately it appears that not everyone received the email that was sent due to it being blocked by
filters and spam blockers. Thus, I am sending out this second email with some of the same information
that was in the original email.
I am contacting a sample of leaders like yourself to find out how they progressed to their leadership roles,
the extent to which they agree that the competencies defined by the American Association of Community
College are essential for their leadership roles, the extent to which they agree that they were prepared for
each competency, and their opinions as to the best preparation methods for each competency.
The questionnaire can be completed at the following link:
http://ucf.qualtrics.com/jfe/form/SV_6gpYpjILiDvxkOx?Q_DL=7Uwc0nw6pNXhX9P_6gpYpjILiD
vxkOx_MLRP_9YSFlVNWSlIJd4N&Q_CHL=gl. You may have to copy and paste the URL into your
internet browser. Your answers are completely confidential and will be released only as summaries in
which no individual’s answers can be identified. Please be sure to enter the identification number “9722”
and password “Minton2017” so that I will know that you completed the questionnaire and can ensure that
duplicate questionnaires are not counted. This survey is voluntary; however, you can assist me with my
research by taking a few minutes to share your experiences and opinions about community college
leadership. The survey will be open until September 20, 2017. If for some reason you prefer not to take
part in the study, please let me know by replying to this email indicating that you wish to be removed
from my mailing list.
If you have any questions or comments, I would be happy to speak with you. My direct number is 407451-5777 and my email address is mintonr@knights.ucf.edu. You may also contact my dissertation
adviser, Dr. Kathleen P. King at 407-823-4751 or Kathleen.king@ucf.edu for additional information.
Thank you very much for helping with this important study.
Sincerely,
Tommy Minton
Doctoral Candidate, Educational Leadership – Higher Education
University of Central Florida
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From: Tommy Minton [mintonr@knights.ucf.edu]
Sent: Monday, September 18, 2017 9:34 AM
To: acunningham@savannahtech.edu
Subject: Final Reminder: Community College Leadership Survey Invitation
Dear Dr. Al Cunningham:
During the past few weeks, I have sent you some messages about an important research study that I am
conducting regarding community college leadership.
The purpose of this study is to examine the pathways, competencies, and preparation of community
college presidents and chief academic officers to better inform future leaders as well as those individuals
responsible for course and workshop development.
The study is drawing to a close, and this is the last contact that will be made with the random sample of
presidents and chief academic officers.
I am sending this final contact because of our concern that people who have not responded may have had
different experiences than those who have. Hearing from everyone in this regional sample helps assure
that the survey results are as accurate as possible. It is not too late to complete the questionnaire at
http://ucf.qualtrics.com/jfe/form/SV_6gpYpjILiDvxkOx?Q_DL=7Uwc0nw6pNXhX9P_6gpYpjILiD
vxkOx_MLRP_9YSFlVNWSlIJd4N&Q_CHL=gl (you may have to copy and paste the URL into your
internet browser) using the identification number 9722 and password Minton2017. If you have already
started the survey, you can continue where you left off by using the same link shown above. The survey
will only be open through September 20, 2017.
I would also like to reassure you that your response to this study is voluntary, and if you prefer not to
respond that is fine. If you are not currently in a position of president or chief academic officer, or you
feel that I have made a mistake including you in this study, please let me know. This would be very
helpful.
Finally, I appreciate your willingness to consider this request as I conclude this effort to better understand
community college leadership. Thank you very much for your time and consideration.
Sincerely,
Tommy Minton
Doctoral Candidate
Educational Leadership – Higher Education
University of Central Florida
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Table 23: Essential vs. Prepared Correlations
Essential

Communication

Collaboration

Community
College
Advocacy

Organizational

Correlation Coefficient

.187*

-0.071

-0.085

-0.042

-0.007

0.074

Strategy

Sig. (2-tailed)

0.026

0.4

0.317

0.622

0.933

0.384

142

142

142

141

142

142

Organizational
Strategy
Competency

Competency

N

P
r
e
p
a
r
e
d

Resource
Management

Professionalism

Resource

Correlation Coefficient

.167*

.206*

-0.065

0.01

0.064

0.094

Management

Sig. (2-tailed)

0.048

0.014

0.442

0.91

0.451

0.265

142

142

142

141

142

142

Correlation Coefficient

0.095

0.019

0.09

0.165

0.042

0.105

Sig. (2-tailed)

0.26

0.825

0.288

0.051

0.623

0.215

N

141

141

141

140

141

141

Correlation Coefficient

0.139

0.151

0.124

.310**

.246**

.310**

Sig. (2-tailed)

0.098

0.073

0.14

0

0.003

0

142

142

142

141

142

142

N
Communication

Collaboration

N
Community

Correlation Coefficient

0.068

0.124

0.119

0.13

.487**

.177*

College Advocacy

Sig. (2-tailed)

0.422

0.141

0.159

0.124

0

0.035

142

142

142

141

142

142

.349**

.242**

0.075

.196*

.233**

.356**

0

0.004

0.38

0.02

0.005

0

141

141

141

140

141

141

N
Professionalism

Correlation Coefficient
Sig. (2-tailed)
N

Note: ** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed); * Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

Table 24: Essential vs. Essential Correlations
Essential

Communication

Collaboration

Community
College
Advocacy

Organizational

Correlation Coefficient

1

.417**

.269**

.320**

.388**

Strategy

Sig. (2-tailed)

.

0

0.001

0

0

0

145

145

145

144

145

145

.417**

1

.379**

.384**

.501**

.370**

0

.

0

0

0

0

145

145

145

144

145

145

.269**

.379**

1

.506**

.435**

.488**

0.001

0

.

0

0

0

145

145

145

144

145

145

.320**

.384**

.506**

1

.464**

.504**

0

0

0

.

0

0

144

144

144

144

144

144

.388**

.501**

.435**

.464**

1

.442**

0

0

0

0

.

0

145

145

145

144

145

145

.464**

.370**

.488**

.504**

.442**

1

0

0

0

0

0

.

145

145

145

144

145

145

Organizational
Strategy
Competency

Competency

N

E
s
s
e
n
t
i
a
l

Resource

Correlation Coefficient

Management

Sig. (2-tailed)
N

Communication

Correlation Coefficient
Sig. (2-tailed)
N

Collaboration

Correlation Coefficient
Sig. (2-tailed)
N

Community

Correlation Coefficient

College Advocacy

Sig. (2-tailed)
N

Professionalism

Correlation Coefficient
Sig. (2-tailed)
N

Resource
Management

Note: ** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed); * Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
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Professionalism
.464**

Table 25: Prepared vs. Prepared Correlations
Prepared

Communication

Collaboration

Community
College
Advocacy

Organizational

Correlation Coefficient

1

.343**

0.088

.170*

.166*

.193*

Strategy

Sig. (2-tailed)

.

0

0.299

0.044

0.048

0.022

142

142

141

142

142

141

.343**

1

-0.036

0.122

.239**

.257**
0.002

Organizational
Strategy
Competency

Competency

N

P
r
e
p
a
r
e
d

Resource

Correlation Coefficient

Management

Sig. (2-tailed)

0

.

0.672

0.15

0.004

142

141

142

142

141

Correlation Coefficient

0.088

-0.036

1

.464**

.281**

.328**

Sig. (2-tailed)

0.299

0.672

.

0

0.001

0

141

141

141

141

141

140

Correlation Coefficient

.170*

0.122

.464**

1

.395**

.270**

Sig. (2-tailed)

0.044

0.15

0

.

0

0.001

142

142

141

142

142

141

.395**

1

.264**

N
Collaboration

Professionalism

142

N
Communication

Resource
Management

N
Community

Correlation Coefficient

.166*

.239**

.281**

College Advocacy

Sig. (2-tailed)

0.048

0.004

0.001

0

.

0.002

142

142

141

142

142

141

Correlation Coefficient

.193*

.257**

.328**

.270**

.264**

1

Sig. (2-tailed)

0.022

0.002

0

0.001

0.002

.

141

141

140

141

141

141

N
Professionalism

N

Note: ** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed); * Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
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Ranks

Essential Organizational
Strategy
Essential Resource
Management
Essential Communication
Essential Collaboration
Essential - CC
Advocacy

Essential Professionalism

Current Leadership Position
President
Chief Academic Officer
Total
President
Chief Academic Officer
Total
President
Chief Academic Officer
Total
President
Chief Academic Officer
Total
President
Chief Academic Officer
Total

N
70
71
141
70
71
141
70
71
141
70
71
141
70
71
141

President
Chief Academic Officer
Total

70
71
141

Mean
Rank
71.03
70.97

Sum of
Ranks
4972
5039

72.44
69.58

5071
4940

70.94
71.06

4965.5
5045.5

63.16
78.73

4421
5590

72.03
69.99

5042
4969

66.67
75.27

4667
5344

Test Statistics a
Essential Essential Organizational
Resource
Essential Essential Strategy
Management Communication Collaboration
Mann-Whitney U
2483
2384
2480.5
1936
Wilcoxon W
5039
4940
4965.5
4421
Z
-0.01
-0.506
-0.032
-2.979
Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed)
0.992
0.613
0.974
0.003
a. Grouping Variable: What is your current leadership position? - Selected Choice
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Essential - CC
Essential Advocacy
Professionalism
2413
2182
4969
4667
-0.324
-1.776
0.746
0.076

Ranks

Prepared Organizational
Strategy
Prepared Resource
Management
Prepared Communication
Prepared Collaboration
Prepared - CC
Advocacy
Prepared Professionalism

Current Leadership Position
President
Chief Academic Officer
Total
President
Chief Academic Officer
Total
President
Chief Academic Officer
Total
President
Chief Academic Officer
Total
President
Chief Academic Officer
Total
President
Chief Academic Officer
Total

N
69
69
138
69
69
138
69
69
138
69
69
138
69
69
138
68
69
137

Mean
Rank
67.38
71.62

Sum of
Ranks
4649.5
4941.5

71.33
67.67

4922
4669

68.54
70.46

4729.5
4861.5

63.99
75.01

4415
5176

73.09
65.91

5043.5
4547.5

70.13
67.89

4768.5
4684.5

Test Statistics a
Prepared Prepared Organizational
Resource
Prepared Prepared Strategy
Management Communication Collaboration
Mann-Whitney U
2234.5
2254
2314.5
2000
Wilcoxon W
4649.5
4669
4729.5
4415
Z
-0.714
-0.602
-0.334
-1.832
Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed)
0.475
0.547
0.738
0.067
a. Grouping Variable: What is your current leadership position? - Selected Choice
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Prepared - CC
Prepared Advocacy
Professionalism
2132.5
2269.5
4547.5
4684.5
-1.14
-0.443
0.254
0.658
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Case Processing Summary
N
Cases

Valid
Excludeda
Total

%
144

99.3

1

.7

145

100.0

a. Listwise deletion based on all variables in the
procedure.

Reliability Statistics
Cronbach's
Alpha

N of Items
.933

6

Item-Total Statistics

Essential - Organizational Strategy
Essential - Resource Management
Essential - Communication
Essential - Collaboration
Essential - CC Advocacy
Essential - Professionalism

Scale
Mean if
Item
Deleted
22.89
22.90
22.72
22.84
23.21
22.81
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Scale
Cronbach's
Variance Corrected
Alpha if
if Item
Item-Total
Item
Deleted Correlation
Deleted
13.344
0.789
0.923
13.339
0.811
0.920
12.817
0.862
0.913
13.100
0.835
0.917
13.509
0.669
0.939
12.605
0.866
0.913

Case Processing Summary
N
Cases

Valid
Excludeda
Total

%
140

96.6

5

3.4

145

100.0

a. Listwise deletion based on all variables in the
procedure.

Reliability Statistics
Cronbach's
Alpha

N of Items
.651

6

Item-Total Statistics

Prepared - Organizational Strategy
Prepared - Resource Management
Prepared - Communication
Prepared - Collaboration
Prepared - CC Advocacy
Prepared - Professionalism

Scale
Mean if
Item
Deleted
21.83
21.95
21.51
21.61
22.17
21.36
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Scale
Cronbach's
Variance Corrected
Alpha if
if Item
Item-Total
Item
Deleted Correlation
Deleted
5.006
0.344
0.621
5.041
0.281
0.646
5.129
0.354
0.618
4.829
0.455
0.583
3.956
0.481
0.568
5.253
0.415
0.604
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Question 12 of the survey was What are your observations about the current community college
competencies identified by the AACC? The comments that respondents left for this question are
included below.


Organizational change management is missing. Also, professionalism is a vague term that
is relative [to] one's perceptions and experiences. I've never met any two people that
defined professionalism the same way.



The identified competencies seem more standard for any higher education institution than
unique to community colleges.



Very relevant to the needs of community colleges, especially those in rural settings.



Good



They are vague but mostly common sense in their general meanings.



I support the identified competencies by ACCC as the focus is relationship-focused and is
of the utmost [importance] to a senior administrator's success.



They just scratch the surface of what is required to do the job successfully. They didn't
directly cover vision, negotiating, stress management, social psychology, and the like. I
didn't follow a traditional path to my current position, but in many ways my path better
prepared me for the true breadth of the job. If you don't truly understand academicmic
[sic] affairs, even without having been an academic VP, you won't be successful.
However, a president with an academically mediocre college will last far longer than one
who has lost control of their finances.
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The competencies are very reflective of the attributes that I consider most essential for
my leadership positions.



Pertinent and relevant.



They are a very comprehensive list but I think there is [a] skills gap in managing the
changing technology needs both in budget and options.



They are all relevant



They are definitely the competencies that we need as Presidents. However, as much as
this is taught in everything we do, you are never really prepared for the Presidency until
you get on the job.



I think the competencies mentioned are essential to any role you hold at any company or
college; however, I do not believe that those competencies can only be gained through
Doctoral studies. You can learn about all these competencies in doctoral studies, but if
you don't tap into them on the job, learning about them is a moot point.



No comment



Communication, organization and collaboration are probably the most important. Of
course, managing resources is also essential in times of tight budgets.



It seems that one of the key elements of successful leadership is emphasizing values and
this seems to be missing.



They are fine.



They are comprehensive.



valid, but it misses dealing with media which is a huge part of the job now
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These are an accurate reflection of my own observations as to what is needed.



They are accurate.



They are very accurate but a bit incomplete. I think that there may exist a competency
regarding information technology literacy that is critical.



There are many subtitles that should be included under each competency. Also expand
the list--culture development, fundraising, etc.



I think they are overall appropriate but a more representative list of competencies is with
the Aspen Institute programs.



They are very global, lacking the detail needed to discern what one really needs to learn.



I think these are all essential to being a good leader.



They are generally good



I think they should be re-visited in the near future due to recent changes in vision.



reasonably accurate



Good start



All are essential for presidents and other leaders in higher education.



These are clearly essential competencies for anyone in a leadership role in community
colleges.



They hit the highlights of the major aspects of the job. As always, there is a great deal
more complexity than can be summed up in a few competencies.



I think those are "spot on." Those competencies are real and definitely required to be an
effective community college president and/or senior leadership team member.
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On Target with responsibilities



"Collaboration to me is one of the most important parts of this job. Having the right
people at the table to make decisions is imperative."



Provide strong support for developing as a community college leader. They give realistic
guidance to understanding and participating in professional development opportunities.
Worthy goals for leaders in the making.



I agree with them



The competencies are common sense. The methodologies for achieving those
competencies need to include real world experience.



They are good



Good



While I think they are valid, they do seem to imply that they are mostly acquired through
formal study or specialized leadership programs. My experience is that OJT is the best
experience, which then should lead to seeking more formalized professional
development. In the end, how a leader responds in situations of the moment is critical.



I think there is an assumption about community colleges in a few of them (like
advocacy). Most are so incredibly different from one another, or they exist within
systems that have to be accounted for as well in terms of what employees of any nature
can do.



I think they're sound, although I think they would apply to most leadership positions
regardless of field (aside from the specific "community college advocacy.") I find most
196

of my colleagues in similar positions to be very professional and willing to collaborate,
but I think communication can almost always be improved upon, myself included.


I read an article that suggested the AACC and the Aspen Institute are missing two key
competencies: organizational design and building teams. I don't know if they are
included in AACC's framework, but I do thing [sic] these are two of the most important
competencies



nothing negative



Great observations.



Communications is of course essential in any field, as is collaboration. My guess is that
most of these items are important for an executive in any field.



They are pretty comprehensive in nature. I do think there is room to add to the list of
competencies.



I think the community college leader competencies are fairly comprehensive. However,
knowing the competencies and strategies to obtain them does not necessarily make them
easy to obtain.



Important



They are appropriate



They are relevant to success in my position as CAO.



List is [too] vague, so therefore missing important subskills such as political savvy.



Good starting point but not the final word in competencies as they are quite broad in
scope and many lack specificity.
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Not impressed, integrity and passion for mission of community college mission neither
can be taught in a classroom just as someone's personality undergirds their ability to
relate and communicate



They seem to be prescriptive for the job position.



Somewhat accurate



They are necessary, but as categories do not provide the depth of what is entailed in each
of them.



Excellent. Should also include something about data and something about navigating
policy initiatives.



They are appropriate for Chief Academic Officers



I think they are appropriate and accurate, but I also think there is much depth that goes
into the individual competencies.



Thy [sic] make sense, but the list is incomplete.



Extremely accurate and should be used as a guide to preparation



Agree



I agree with them, but would add political savvy to the list.



"Collaboration? With what? Must work with national local state government, Civic clubs,
chambers, economic development groups, Foundation fund raising, grants, etc."



The competencies identified by AACC make a lot of sense. Emphasis must be placed on
people-skills and emotional intelligence. Building relationships is very important, takes
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time, and for the most part, accomplished through grow-your-own programs, mentoring
and on the job training.


They are not all encompassing for the scope of duties and responsibilities



Not all these competencies can be taught. The expectations should be set and then a
person will rise to them or not. The organizational strategy and resource management are
the two most compatible with academic study. Experiences on the job in different roles
at a college I believe are the most effective way to learn.



Appear to be on track.



They are solid competencies. I've used these competencies in presentations when
discussing pathways to the presidency.



Many of the competencies represent inherent traits and characteristics that are habitual
and seem, to the person doing them, innate. Exposure to real-life situations is essential to
developing the right responses and perspectives.



Without the ability to construct and execute an effective organizational strategy, no
combination of the other competencies will lead to long-term success.



All are relevant. In my case, the Communication competency was furthered by my
[master’s] degree in clinical psychology. Good communication skills, but listening and
speaking/writing, are essential in leadership positions. The doctoral work helped provide
a framework for community college advocacy, which was enhanced via on-the-job
experience and from mentoring. Professionalism, organizational strategy, and resource
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management have come through professional development, on-the-job experience, and
mentoring. Collaboration is a life lesson.


They are important to maintaining quality community college education and fostering the
growth of strong leaders within the system. The competencies should be communicated
widely so that we can all work towards strengthening community college leadership.



I believe the competencies are accurate based upon my experiences as the Vice President
for Academic Affairs.



They are certainly essential to effective leadership in higher education.



They are relevant and timely to both Presidents and CAOs; many of my experiences were
the result of mentoring, to some degree doctoral studies.



not familiar enough to respond



They are essential and are well handled in the forms you identify.



They are generic in nature and could apply to any leadership position, not specific to
education.



Competencies that I regularly need that are either not listed or not included in AACC's
include conflict resolution, team building, talent management/development, community
partnership building and strategic planning/management.



I believe they are important. Communication and collaboration is so key.



These competencies are necessary for community college leaders and should be
incorporated into hiring and professional development experiences.



They are comprehensive and appropriate.
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My observations are that they are comprehensive and are an accurate summation of
needed competencies



"Comprehensive"



They are very important to develop for success in my current role. Many of them take
years to develop and are best learned through experience.



I didn't see anything that directly mentioned completion rates or the role of the
community college in improving economic mobility of citizens in areas served...



They are appropriate, but as a chief academic officer, I also need an understanding of
workforce development and training to meet the workforce needs of the community.



I believe they are essential for success in any leadership position at community colleges.



They are right on target



Accurate. Complete.



They are too general.



They seem adequate. However, overall professional development and a handbook would
be especially beneficial.



Additions need to be added in the areas of innovation, entrepreneurial mindset, and
change management



Seem pretty obvious--no real insights



are a framework to work from



I think they are accurate, based on my experience and my daily tasks.

201



They are very applicable - always hard to get meaningful experiences in dealing with
these except through the "crucible of leadership" as Dr. Sandy Shugart calls it.
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